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ADVERTISEMENT. 



THsEseay, " Episcopacy Tested by Scriplare," kad been ptil>* 
lished more ihaa three years, b^re an attempt waa made to 
veply to it. Early in the year 1834 it waa reviewed in the 
'' QuaH^ly Chriatiaa Spectator/' by the Rev. Albert Barnes, o» 
Phtledelphia. This review waa immediately followed by an 
a«sw«r, in the ^Protestant EpiscopaHan," by Bishop H. U. Oit- 
derdonk. Of this answer a furiher review appeared in ti»e 
periodical firsi mentioned, in the spring of the present ymr^ 
by the: same Rev. Author i which was replied to by BielMip 
dttderdoak in the ^< Protestant Episcopidian '' for Jtina Fur 
the full information of the Christian publici on the snl^eirt in 
E^oseopacy, so far as these productions throw light upon it, the 
whole of them^ are now republished, in ovd«r» the rf viewf and 
replies from the respective JournalSj by the Protestant Jfipiseopal 
Tract Society. 

Another review of ^ Episcopacy Tested by SorlptBre,*^ baving 
appeared iu; the "Biblical Reperlary," for April, l495j that also, 
1^ the reply- of^ Bishop Oaderdoak, are republished h^ the 
Society. 

Two shdtt pieces on the Apostleship of Timothy, from the 
*< Protestant Episcopalian," are inserted, after the Tract and il9 
Appendix, that the whole of that argument may likewise be before 
the reader. A Dissertation on the case of the False Apostles is 
appended at the close of the publication. 

Cih) 
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FURTHER ADVERTISEMENT. 



BiBct: the second reply to Mr. Barnes was printed in the 
"Protestant Episcopalian," we have observed, in turning casually 
over the pages of his little volume, that he has there extracted 
at large, what he merely referred to in the first edition of his first 
review, the argument of the late Dr. Wilson, that Timothy Vfna 
placed at Ephesus by Paul at the time the latter fled from that 
city, in consequence of the riot or "uproar" mentioned in 
Acts XX. 1. We did not deem it necessary to answer a mere 
rtference to im argument contained in a different work from the 
one then before us. But as the full reprifU of it may seem to 
make our reply incomplete, particularly to the assertion of 
Mr. Barnes, which he of course deems more fully illustrated by 
the extract from Dr. Wilson, that Timothy was placed at Ephe- 
sus only " temporarily," we refer, in return, to the argiiments 
of MaekiHght, concerning the date of the first epistle to him, 
and his connexion with the church in that city. (See his Pre^ 
face to the Epistle, ^ec^. 2; and Life of Paul, chap, xi.) We 
also ask the reiider^s attention to an essay on the subject, frmr 
the "Protestant Episcopalian," for May, 1831; \i^hich is here 
reprinted after our answer to Mr. Barnes' first review. 

C«^> fi.U.O. 
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INTRODUCTION. 



In hii Answer to ihe Review of ^ EpiMoptcy TmM hf 
fkriptx^n^^ by the Rmr. Mr. Bttnei, ihe Milhor of tlial tnct 
aflirined that Ihe pRCMmrriTB ammjioiit wwith the adTOcaftee 
of Gptseopacy, and the bobdbn op proof on ita opponanta. Tbia 
eonaidan^on if not wUhput weight; and, aa it waa oaftUtad ia 
the Tract,. a atatament of it ia here pre/lxed. ' 

By Hi^pruumpUv^ arffunisnt ia oaeaat) a fa«MHi or fcaio a a 
for pretumingc^ a propoaittoa to be ^mr, betee the main diacu^* 
aion b entered upon» By the burdennf pro^^ po far aait ia e<N»> 
traated with this argument, ia meantf the necesnty .of refuting a 
reason or reasons for pf««timtii^,beirorecoi][Mien€lag thai deosiva 
investigation, that a certain proposition is Mn/rtia, 

When it is aUeged, aait somatimes is, that the burden of proof 
in this controversy lies on Ephicopalians, the only grpand of the 
Allegation is, that the claims of Episcopacy displace all Nofr- 
episcopal ministers^ ajnd unchurch all Non-epiacop^ denomina- 
tions, Tiie latter consequence is disclaimed by the author of 
the Tract. And cs to the former, and indeed both, if both are 
supposed to follow, they may indeed^ aa being unaeoeptable ta 
the feelings, require cogent and decisive arguments for our 
elaims; but they do not a£fect what is logically called the bttrdea 
of proof. Because a thing ia, is no presiMnpilion thM it ia righL 
Because there are Non^piscopal ministers, is no presumption 
that their ministry is valid. The ooroparativo meritaof €ln1a»> 
lianity and Mahomedism, for example, are to be disensaed; if 
Christianity shall have the better of the argument, it will dia- 
jdace the latter religion and ita ministers; does this censequence 
* (lirow the burden of proof, aif distinguished from the arguaient^ 
proper, on the former ? Surely not : beoanse Mahoaoadiam and 
Mahomedan ministers exist, is no presumption that they have 
truth ^m their side. Again: the question between the Qnakers 
and those who hold to an ordained mhiistry and visiUe saciv- 
ments, is to be discussed; if the latter party prevail, they un- 
church the former and displace their miniatnri but ageiAat the 
It * (6) 
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n nmioDucTioN. 

jmititie of these consequences there is, for the reason gtveny no 
logical presumption. So, when some Romanists deny <mr 
ministry 4 though we have this presumptive argument against 
them, that, as no ove ciYit ruler and govermn^nt has ever swayed 
the whole world, it may be supposed that no one ecclesiastical 
ruler and government ought to have dominion over all churches ; 
yet we make no further claim to throw on them the burden 
of proof. And our Non-episcopal brethren must submit to the 
iMive obvious rule. 

A pnmimptliF^ orgumenl ibr a mtniitry iSi that in tAl citfl 
■aeieiy tlie peopli^ have ofli^ers ov«y them. A similar pre^utrip- 
tiv&argtimtni f(ftEpi^eopaey-% that In alllarge^vil sociietiee, the 
offiiBemov^r the smaller portions of the people have higher ofB^ 
cers over them. The number of grades among the officers may 
^iry, as f^pedlency shall dielate; but thereis always the feature 
m eivllig«>vemment8 of magnitude^, that many officers, and 
sereral grades of them, have a common h^d above an. The 
exceptions to this rule are few, if any, and are of course unavail- 
ing in tills diseussion. We find the same ruife in armies, navies^ 
corporations, collegesy associations. Human wisdom then, ot 
OOBIMON SBNBB, as indicated by almost invariable practice, 
declares for grades of offitsers, and a chief grade superior to the 
vest. Ai^ the presumptlte argument is obviously on this side 
of the question between^ clerical Imparity and parity ; It is In 
fiivor of Episcopaoy ; and the burden of proof, whether that 
proof be sought in Scripture or elsewhere, Is on those wira act in 
<of)poeitioni to Ulia all but universal rule; 

Another pvesumptive argument f&t Episcopacy i^ that in the 
nini8trie» of all fake religions, if extensively professed, there 
are diflbrent %titdi^ with a common superior. This feature 
cannot, witttoat n pettHoprincipii, be deemed one of the errors 
ef these regions; nay^ it Is sanctioned, as will immediately be 
■howftj by dispensations allowed to be from Ood. From these 
dispensations was the Heathen and l^homedan imparity bor 
TOwedi or else it was instrkuted in accordance with the dictates 
.«f hMBtm wisdom and comnion sense. Take either view, and 
iivehave a furtlier presumptive argument for clerical imparity, 
»r Episcopacy. 

' A third presumptive argument in our favor is Ibirad in the 
niplarehal Church. Abraham was a priest, as well as Melchl- 
Mdec : yet he paid tithes to him ; which proves the superior 
Ipvlestiy mak of Melchisedee. To the same effect^ the Epis^e t6 
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nCTSODUCTtON* ▼!! 

the Hebrews declares our Lord to be both a Spriest" and a 
** high-priest" after the order of Melchisedec; and there oould 
have been no high-priest in that order without inferior priests. 
Hence a third presumption — and one peculiarly strong, if the 
order of Melchisedec be that of the Christian ministry — for 
more than one grade in the latter. 

A fourth presumption is drawn from the Mosaic priesthood, 
which consisted of a high-priest, priests and Levites. This ana- 
logy with the three grades of Episcopacy is too obvious to need 
amplification. 

We adduce, then, the almost universal voice of human wisdom, 
COMMON SENSE, aud the universal rule of all widely-spread 
BEUGioNs, false and true, as presumptive arguinerUa that when 
our Saviour organized hU ministry he would organize it on 
the principle of imparity. With this almost conclusive pre- 
sumption in favor of Episcopacy, let the reader enter upon the 
*• testing " of that model of the sacred office by " Scripture." 
This presumption is so weighty, that nothing but perfectly 
clear and explicit passages against ministerial imparity can 
overturn it ; yet such passages there are none. Only obscure 
texts, of doubtful meaning at best, are adduced in opposition to 
this argument, and the claims of Episcopacy. The whole clear 
current of revealed evidence is with these presumptions, and 
decides in favor of our ministry. 

H. U. Onoebdonk* 

♦ 
PhOadelphia, 1835. 
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EPISCOPACY TESTED BY SCRIPTURE. 



Tbm claim c< eplscopecy to m of d'nno m^tifrtvi md 
therefore obligatory on the tlhurch, rests tUndamoni&ily or. the 
one question — has it the authority of Scripture.? If it has not, 
it is not necessarily binding. If it has, the next and only other 
question is— has any different arrangement of the sacred minis- 
try scriptural authority 1 If there be any such, that also has 
divine sanction, and must stand with episcopacy. If, ho<vever, • 
none such can be found, then episcopacy al&ne has the counts 
nance of the word of God, 

Such a statement of the essential point of the episcopal con- 
troversy is entirely simile ; and this one point should be kept ill 
view in every discussion of tlie subject ; no argument is worth - 
inking into account that has not a palpable bearing on the 
clear and na&ed topic — the scriptural evidence of epiiscopttcy. 
It 18 easy indeed to make a plain topic seem complicated ; inn* > 
(klity casts its flimsy shadow over the doctrifie of a Qod ; scep- 
ticism w^ves its webs about the evidence of the senses ; Socinl^ - 
anism cannot discern in Scripture proof that the death of Cihisst • 
was a proper atoning sacrifice ; and the same cavilling, persecu- 
tion attends almost idl simple truths, and that usually in propor- 
tion to their obviousness, or the facility of their demonstration. . 
Episcopacy does not escape these inflictions of forensic injustice. 
Its simple and clear argument is obstructed with many extrano*.. 
ous and irrelevant difficulties, which, instead of aiding the mind 
in reaching the truth on that great subject, tend only to divert it^ 
and occupy it with questions not affecting the main issue. These - 
ob^ructions we must remove, and make ourselves a fr^ and •. 
nnimpeded course, if we desire to go forward with singleness 
of mind in testing episcopacy by Scripture, 
, It will th^efore be the first object of thi? essay, to point out . 
some of these extraneous questions and difficulties, and expose • 
either their fallacy or their irrelevancy. The next object will . 
bcv to state the scriptural argument. — ^Little or no reference will; 
here be made to the fathers ; not because their testimony is^ 
depreciated ; for it is of paramount value, in showing how the ' 
Scriptures, ccmnected with this controversy^were interprfie^^y 
those who knew how the apostles themselves under«Vw *Uem*, 
But tne present writer believes that Scripture alone wiu lu/nish , 
sijich authority for episcopacy as will convince an u4)9ophlsti» ^ 
cated judgment, and be held obligatory by an uuprejudicei 
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4 EPI8C0PACT TESTED BT SCRIPTUIIB. 

L In order to keep the Judgment and the conscience thus 
clear, all extraneous consider-ations must be sot aside. To effect 
this purgation of the argument is our first object. 

1. An pbjection or aHegatiqn, entirely extraneous to scripi«rfk> 
reasoning, but often made to bear on the episcopal controversj 
is — ^that our ecclesiastical system is inimical io free civil coverk 
xnent. We first answer to this olyection, that it is irrelevant 
for if episcopacy be set forth in Scripture, it is the ordmance o 
Goo ; of course, free civil governments must, in that case, accede 
to its unqualified toleration ; and the citizens professing Chris 
tianity are mdividually bound to conform to it No serious per 
son will set any rights of man above the will of God. We nex* 
answer, that the allegation is proved to be false by experience 
In this country, no firmer fnends of civil liberty could or can 
be found, formerly or at present, than in the Protestant £piscepa] 
Church ; nor is there any class of men belonging to that body 
who are not tho friends of civil Ut^rty ; and in Chreat Britain the 
same remark holds true, according to the standard of freedom, 
there deemed constitutional. But we have a third answer— the 
allegation is false in thctory. No free goyemn^ent need fear any 
rq)utable denomination, which is not established, ai^ does not 
intermeddle with political affatrs. Should any denomination be 
tempt<pd thus to intermeddle, the rer^etion of the sfvrit of free 
dom w^ give it a lesson not to be iorgotten in a century. And 
as episcopacy is more adverse than non^^iacopacy to setting in 
motion popular currents, or to taking advantage of them, thol 
eeclesiastical system is less likely to M\ into se^h an ernnr. 
Moreover, when we add to this consideratkin, that all free 
goremments must desire, from their very nature, to ke^ popa«' 
lar influence and impulse to themselves, we may seeureiy a^mi, 
that episcopacy is peculiarly dAapXeA to free government: not 
affecting mere popularity, it leaves that i^ld of competition en 
tirely to politicians. Whatever be the reverence and attachmeni 
felt towards our bishops, they cah seldom, probably never, aCtais 
to general notoriety and favour in any branch of ciyil^affiursi 
none of them have thus far sought any thing of the kind ; out 
of their ecclesiastical sphere, their influence, other than plains 
to all virtuous citizens, will ever be but small, or harmless, or ■ 
exceedingly transient. An arbiirary government may indeed 
find the case different. If the people at large are prostrated by 
or to the civil pOwer, they may be equally or more subservieni 
to eodesiastioftl domination; in vvfiieii case, bishops (Hke aH reli- 
ftous leaders) may sometimes prove less tractable ihan ^lat 
government desires. But are not such (ntei^rencosas l^ely to 
be favourable to the subject, and his few rights, asagiiinst ihem t 
And, whether this suggestion be grsnted or d^iied,^ operatfon 
of episcopacy in and on an arbitrary government is not the 
point before us,-— We assert that the allegatioR that episeopaey 
b, in any sense, unfovouraUe to free civil govenmient, is in- 
0orrect, both in theory and m fact, and that the whole objeotiMi 
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m iffrelefnmt to the InqHkjr, wb^her episcopacy \)e aocordbig^to 
tbe word of Crop. 

2. Another of these extraneous eoDsiderations is — ^the com-, 
parative standing in piety, as evinced hy the usual tokens oi 
moral and spiritual char^c^r, of the members respectively of 
|he episcopal and nou-episcopal Churches. This question is 
highly important in itself; but it has no bearing on the argument 
for or against episcopacy. We have the authority of our Sa* 
viour for the utter moral and spiritual worthlessness of th^ 
Scribes and Pharisees of his day : but we have ako his authority 
for declaring that, in spite of their bad character, thev *' sat in 
Moses' seat:"* and that the people w^e therefore bound to 
obey them, while yet they were to avoid following their evil 
example. Suppose, then, the reader were {»ersuaded that all the 
bishops in the world were " hypocrites,'* ^. &c., and that all 
^iscopal Churches were in a corresponding state of degradation^ 
still if Scripture be alleged for the claim that " bishops sit in the 
apostles' seats," it is but right, m testing thca particular claim, 
that there be ho reference whatever to tlie personal character 
of bishops, or to any real or supposed want of spirituality in the 
Churches under their government. Our Saviour clearly taught, 
in the passage alluded to, the entire distinctness c^ these two 
questions. Balaam also was a wicked man, but a true prophet.^ 
The sons of Eli, bad as they were,*" ceased not to be (nriests. 
The Israelites at large were often corrupt and idolatrous ; bul 
they never lost their standing as the earthly and visible Churcht 
till their dispensation was superseded by tliat of the gospeL 
Those, therefore, who even maintain that episcopacy is essential 
to the being of a Churchy are not to be worsted by the extraneoiui 
ar^rumeut now before us, the comparative standing in piety of 
Episcopalians and Non-Episcopalians. And, though the present 
writer subscribes not to that extreme opinion, his moderation 
nas no afldnity with the illogical temperament of mind which 
allows the question of comparative piety to be obtruded upon 
the investigation of the simple point--4s cfpiscc^acy to be found 
in Scripture ? 

In justice, however, to Episcopalians, he deems it proper to 
add. that he does not believe they will suffer by any comparison 
of their character with those of other denominations. 

3. A further su^estion, allied to the one last mentioned, and 
Uke it (straneous to the scriptural claim of epi<H^n^y, is^thai 
the external ammgements of religion are but of inferior im- 
portance, and that therefore all scruple concerning the subject 
before us may be dispensed with. Now, that there are, in the 
word of God, things more important, and things less important, 
is unquestionable ; and that the sin of omitting a lesser duty Is 
not so deep as that of omitting a greater, will he allowed. Still, 
tjjte least sin U sin. Perhaps there was no part of the old law 

a Ifalt. ndil 2. b Num. zxiL to xziv. and xJOeL IS. el 9am. IL 

I* 
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^ EPtfiCOPACr TBStBD BT BCBimmS. 

that stood lower in the scale of importance than "pajring tithe» 
of mint, anise, and cummin ;" yet our Saviour declared to the 
Jews that even this was a duty which they " ought not to leave 
undone."'* — Can then episcopacy, though regarded as an aflfkir 
of the merest outward order, be rated lower than these insignin- 
cant tithes 7 If it cannot, it has a sufficient claim to consideration ; 
high as we deem the obligation to conform to episcopacy, ii w 
enough for the present branch of our argument, that it " ought 
not to be lefj," unheeded. 

4. An apparently formidable, yet extraneous difficulty, often 
raised, is — that episcopal claims unchurch all non-episcopal de- 
nominations. By the present writer this consequence is not al- 
lowed. But, granting it to the fullest extent, what bearing has 
it on the truth of the simple proposition, that episcopacy is of 
divine ordinance? Such a consequence, as involving the exclusion 
ifom the covenant of worthy persons who believe themselves in 
it, is unquestionably fraught with painful reflections, and that to 
the serious of both parties : but so are many undeniable truths. 
Considerations of this kind cannot affect any sound proposition. 
— Some other considerations, not without value, here present 
themselves. If Job lived about the time of Moses, or later, he 
was not in the Church ; yet he was aninently pious, and in fa- 
vour with God : and the same, with some qualification, may be 
said of his friends. Balaam was not in the Church, yet he was 
an inspired prophet. Jethro, the father-in-law of Moses, a ser- 
vant of the true God, of whose sacrificial feast, Moses, Aaron, 
and the elders of Israel participated,* was not in the Church. 
The descendants of Jethro, who lived with Ismel,^ and must 
have shared the benefit of the divine oracles, belonged not, we 
think, to the Church, but were uncircumcised, at least for many 
i^nturies : and, under^the name of Rechabltes, these people thus 
livmg with Israel, though not of Israel, and calling themselves 
** strangers," were highly commended by the Deity, at the very 
tnne he passed a severe censure on his Church or covenant peo- 
ple.' The countenance givwi to other proselytes of the gate,"* 
IS a further illustration to the same effect — viz, that, though all 
who hear the gospel are bound to enter the Church by |?aptism, 
yet if any, honest in theh* error, think they are no< thus boiuid, 
there is Scripture for the assertion, that worthy professors of the 
true religion, innocently without the covenant-pale, are accepte^l 
with God. — Viewing, therefore, the objection before us in even 
its largest form, it is not of a kind to be driven away from 
decorous consideration. To say that other denominations of 

d Mutt xxiii. 23. Luke xi. 42. e Exod. xviii. 1 1, 12. f Judges i. 16., ir. 1 1. 

g Jer. XXXV. The question whether the dascendaiits of Jetliro were circumcised 
and belonged to the Church, is discussed, and a negative conclusion drawn, in the 
Protestant Episcopaliutiy for October, 1830, p. 368. Should, however, any reader 
inbtine to a different opinion, he wilt pleaee regard as omitted eo«iueh of the abovr 
argument as is involved in that question : it affords only an incidental iUustratitm of 
die ai]b|cct, witliout having the least bearing. on our main point 

h Sm Hammond on Matt xxiii. 15., and Calmet's Dictionary. 
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Christians belong not to the Church, by no meiLhs implk»s lh*t^ 
they are cast out from the mercy of God through the Saviour— 
or, that they are inferior to the Church in moral and sphitmd 
character— or even, that they are not superior in these respects 
td its members. Still, none of these concessions, supposing 
even the last of them were made, can render void the ditine 
appointment bf the Church, the divine command to "all na 
tions," and of course to all mankind, to be united with it, or the 
scriptural evidence for episcopacy as the divinely sanctioned or 
g^nization of its ministry. 

Many Episcopalians, however, disclaim the unchurching of 
those who disallow the episcopal model of the sacred orders 
Their reasons for doin^ so pertain not to the present field of 
controversy. They thmk that episcopacy is a sufficiently dis- 
tinct question, to be separately carried into Scripture, and there 
separately investigated. They think that its scriptural claims 
can be sufficiently proved to make its rejection a clear contra- 
vention of the woi^i of God, of tli6 intimations there given us 
concerning his will in this matter. And, if this amount of proof 
can be offered for the point before us, what serious and con- 
scientious believer will ask for cither more evidence, or for its 
embracing other points, with wiiich the question of episcopacy 
is not essentially involved 1 

' 5. We proceed to other extraneous matter, which, though 
scarcely piausible even in appearance, is aknost uniformtv dwelt 
upon by both parties in this controversy. It is — the adducing 
of the authority of individuals, who, though eminent both for 
learning and piety, seem at least to have contradicted themselves, 
or their public standards, on the subject of t^iscopacy; and 
who therefore are brought into the fore-ground by either side 
as may serve its turn. Now, is it not clear, that the only effect 
of appeals to such authoritis* is to distract sound investigation 
and the unbiassed search for tnHh? If the writers in question 
absolutely contradict themselves or the standards they hatve 
assented to, their authority in the case is void ; if they seem to 
do so, their opinions cease to be convincing ; they shoiiild there-- 
fore, all of them, be surrendered. The consistency of such in- 
d'ividuah is a question for their biographers ; it may also bdong- 
to the Churches which acknowledge them as leaders ; but it cer- 
tainly is not relevant to the main issue concerning the claims^ 
whether of episcopacy or of parity. A simHar nrie will apply 
to all cases of instability or indecision concerning truth. Men 
cgT the highest standing for information, for integrity, and in 
public confidence, are not only ftdlible, but are often in situations 
of such perplexity, that they attach themselves to an opinion, or 
si^ect a course of conduct, without perhaps sufficient inquiry or 
insight into the case ; which opinion or conduct may be at the 
thM, or may afterwards b^ found, somewhat at variance with 
thefr mfbre deliberate judgments. In public life especially, such'^ 
difficulties are very ^ppsdling. The present writer would not" 
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TegfKtd tlie miitak^ of this sort into which the eminent indivW* 
duals he now has in mind may have fallen, as blemishes which 
men are called upon to eensure, much less to exaggerate or vilify , 
let it siifiice that we do not imitate them ; their and our Master 
'MFe doubt not, remembers in mercy that we all are but dust- 
Most of the principal reformers are to be enmnerated under thii 
heed of our subject, laUher, Melancthon^ Cranmer, Calvin, Beza 
we need not extend the list ; they hare all been somewhat in 
consistent on the subject of episcopacy ; not much so perhaps ti' 
a candid, or at least to a mild judgment ; yet enough to impaii 
the authority of their individual opinions in regard to the scrip 
tiural constitution of the ministry. — Another class of illustriou ^ 
and good men have been yet more inconsistent ; those who, be 
longing to the Episcopal [English] Church, and acting in the 
various grades of her ministry, not excepting the highest, were 
the friends of parity, or at least were not friendly to the episco- 
pacy in or under which they acted. In regard to these also, let 
It be conceded that even Episcopalians will not criminate them. 
But Jet them not be quoted as having authority in this contro* 
versy, no, not the least ; fpr, however innocent may have been 
the motive of their inconsistency, that unfortunate quality is too 
visible to allow their opinions on this subject to have, as such, 
the least weight in an impartial mind. — A third class may be 
here added; those who changed their deliberate sentiments 
concerning the claims of episcopacy ; amonj; whom Bishop 
Stilling^eet is conspicuous. Perhaps, in such cases, the later 
and maturer opinimi should be regarded as outweighing the 
earlier one abjured. But we prefer setting them both asiae, as 
having none of the authority due to the individual decisions of 
the learned. The a^gwmefiita indeed of all the above classes of 
persons are worth as much as they ever were, and may be again 
adduced, if they have not been refitfed. And what they placed. 
in their re^peetive public standards, or allowed to be so placed, 
cannot be retracted, till it he denied as solemidy as it was affirm- 
ed. But their individual changes of opinion, or vacillations, or 
coneesflions, ought not to be deemed of any force whatever, for 
oar against either party.* We reject, therefore, this whole extra- 
neous appe^d^ge of the controversy before us. The inquirer 
after truth has nothing to do with it. Let the admirers of these * 

i Sboiil4 it b9 «i!ga«^ that, from the inponaiateocy with whbh tii«M karnsil i»d 
pious men haveexpreneJ themselves on this subject, wc may infer their beCcf in 
the notuimpartanet or uncertainty of the point here eoQtroverted — I answer, Umi 
stich ft conclusion is not warranted bjr the premises. If these eminent persans ha^ 
dsetned the qoestien nnffatory , th^.woold lyive oiki so plaipjy. Or, if 1119 of tbfiii 
frire such intimations, that is a sefinrate question, extraneous to the one now bofibm 
US, and we have answered it in a previous paraf^ranb, marked 3. These perB0ii% 
however, generally take sides respecting episcqMtCT, nnt do not inflexibly adhere te 
them. The true mference therefore is, either that they were not entirely eonsisteai^ 
or tba». they had not fall informatkin or full meotd diaeipKne in (his arfmnevt !M» 

any vir^r 4)f thffir easa, and it wiU ^ f^ond UmI Mr 4)|)iiiaoM CMUioV W«^ 
wvifht in. our controversy. 
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eminent mdivldtials endeavour to elefir atray the sB^t ahadiM 
ttius resting npon their memories; it is a proper, it is even a 

Sions undertaking ; and it may, in some of the cases, have been 
one sufficiently for personal vindication. But nothing of thia 
kind can make them rank as either authorities or guides in thd 
present controversy. 

Appealing to every candid and impartial mind tor the sounds 
fiess of the above rule, we would add — that the rule applies tn 
the fiaher», as much as to later ornaments of the Church. On^ 
at least, of the fathers has written in a contradictory manner 
concerning episcopacy. It will inde^ be with reluctance that 
our non-episcopal brethren surrender Jerome, their chief, if iwH 
only anthority among these ancient Christian writers. But it 
will be hard to show that he was in no degree inconsistent in 
his views of episcopacy ; it is impossible to show it in such a 
manner as may, without question, claim to be convincing to 
both parties/ Believing this ourselves, and believing also that 
it will appear self-evident to most who are duly informed, we 
appeal to th 3 calm and conscientious decision of the reader, 
whether the opinions of Jerome must not be set aside, as having 
no authority in the main issue before us. His opinion g^ we say, 
for he asserts nothing as a fact, on his personal knowledge ; and 
much of what he does assert is contrary to the testimony of ear 
licr fethers. 

6. The last objection we shall notice, as, however plausible* 
not afffecting the ultimate decision of our controversy, is — that 
though the examples recorded in Scripture should be allowed td 
ftivoirr episcopacy, still that r^men is not there explicitly com" 
na-nded. Now, this allegation may be fiilly conceded on our 
•")art, "Without endangering the find success of our cause. We 
say, may be conceded; for if episcopacy 6e allowed to be the 
model exemplified in ScripturCj it was of course to that model 
the apostle alluded when he desired the brethren to " remember, 
obey, and submit themselves to those who had the rule over 
them, who had spoken to them the word of €fOD, and who 
watched for their souls ;"• which passages, we may justly affirm, 
were, hi that case, an inspired comnuind to acknowledge a 
ministry constituted on the episcopal scheme. Without surren* 
dering this argument, we may, in the present stage of the dis- 
cussion, proceed without it. 

Let then any candid and conscientious believer say, whether 
• mere hint or intimution contained in Scripture, (always ex- 
it Jebomb, as qu<4ed in favour of parity, is glaringly inconsiat^nt On the cpiacfyMil 
iido, however, ■ome writers endeavour to reconcile hss incongruous opinions. (See 
Bisliop White on the Catechism, p. 466; and Dr. Cooke's Eeeay, p. !0I. [p. 283; 
2d ed.] Ac.) But the fact speaks for itself that he is usually adduced on both sides 
of this controversy. E!noiign to prove his inconsistency may be found in Potter 
m Church Gwernment, p. 180, Amcr. Edit ; in Bishop Hobabi's Apotogy, p. 1 7*, 
^ ; ki dbWDBN'8 lAttere ; in the Epiteopat Manual^ p. 3& ; and in the Protutam 
Episcopalian, No. 3. p 90, 97, 98. 
I Heb. xiil 7, 17 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



10 BPIflCOPACr TESTED BT 8CRIPTUBB. 

cepting what refers to things or circumstances declared to Ihi 
transient, or such in their nature,) though it have not the force 
of an express command, is not siifficiently binding on every 
servant of God ? St. Paul says of the Gentiles,," these, having 
not the law, are a law unto themselves ;"" they had not the 
positive revealed law, yet the light of nature,' which only inti» 
mates what we ought to do, but does not specifically prescribe 
it) was " a law" to them, having sufficient obligation to make ite 
suggestions their duty, and to give those suggestions full authcwt 
ity in " their conscience :" and surely the hints recorded by the 
Deity in his word are not inferior in obligation to those afforded 
in his works. Take a few examples. There is no record of a 
command to observe a sabbath, during the whole antediluvian 
and patriarchal ages ; will it then be alleged that the mere de^ 
claration that God " blessed and sanctified the seventh day"° did 
not sufficiently imply that it was the divine will that the seventh 
day should be kept holy 7 Again : there is no recorded com-r 
mand, in all that early period, to observe the rite of sacrifice, and 
thus express faith in the great truth, that sin is remitti d only by 
the shedding of blood ; shall we then presume — will it be pre- 
sumed, by any whose chief controversy with us is concerning 
episcopacy — that the records of the example of Abel in the an* 
tedihivian age, and of those of Noah, Abraham, &c., afterwardS| 
were not sufficient intimations from God that to offer this sacra* 
mental atonement- was a duty ?• Yet again : will any humble 
iDhristian deny, that the mere fact of the creation for each other 
of one man and one woman, is sufficient to show that polygamy i« 
contrary to the will of God ?p To proceed to the New Testament. 
There is no positive command for infant baptism ; but, its analo- 
gy with circumcision,*! the declaration that little childi'en are 
models for conversion,' the direction to suffer them to come to 
Christ, since of such is the kingdom of God,» the records of the 
baptism of "households" or families,^ and the declaration 
that "children are holy" or saints" — are not these sufficient, 
whether as examples or as intimfiXions^ to satisfy us of the dic^ 
tate of inspiration in this matter, and to authorize us to regard 
mfant baptism as resting on scriptural authority ? And will not 
the same mode of reasoning be decisive concerning the change 
of the day of rest and devotion from the seventh to the first V 

m Rom. ii. 14. n Gen. ii. 3. 

o If it be alle^ that the *< skins" ^Gen. iii. 21.) in which the Dei^ clothed Adam 
and Bve, were from sacrificed animals, and that the record of that hci is the sorai 
as divine appointment and a positive command — we admit the fact, but deny that the 
inferences aic thus identical with it. All that appears in that passage is a;i examolt 
of sacrifice. The obligation and permanency of tne rite were btit presumed from that 
example, as in the other instances mentioned. This record is but an intimation rer 
■peeling such a duty : yet an intimation of that sort was, we contend, imp^ative. 

p Gen. L 27. ii. 24. v. 2. MaL ii. 15. Matt xix, 4, 5. Mark x. 6. 

q Col ii. 11, 12. Rom. iv. 11, 16. GaL iii 7. r Matt xviii. 3. 

" Mark x. 14. Matt. xix. 14. Luke xviiL 16. ^ Acts xvl 15, 33. 1 Cor. L It 

n 1 Cor. vii 14. 

V John XX. 1, 26. Acts il 1—4. xx. 7. 1 Cor. zvL 2. Rev. I 10. 
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How^ to ^plv this body of reaaoning : Is it daimiBg too nmehi 
H the above illustrations be duly iveighed, to assert that the mert 
example of the apostolical Church in regard to the model of the 
laorea^ ministry is obligatory, as an intimation of the divme will, 
without any explicit enactment ? And if that example, as de- 
duced from Scripture, be episcopacy, nay, be episcopacy raiher^ 
than parity — if the balance of sound interpretation favour epis^ 
eopaey ever so little more than any other scheme — will the duty 
Af c<Hiforming, if possible^ to that ministry be evaded ? can 
ittch conformity be, in this case, refused in foro conscientu^ 
animoque integro 7 

The i^ve remarks, if allowed their due force, will greatly 
Mmplify the controversy before us, and will help us to investi* 
gate the bearing of Scripture upon it, with a clear judgment and 
an unsophisticated love of truth. Let then all extraneous topics 
' be now forgotten ; let none of them again make their appearance 
in this discussion. 

IJ. Proceeding to the second department of our essay— an 
exhibition of the scrlptuml evidence relating to this controver 
sy — we begin by stating the precise point at issue. Pa^ftsing by 
the feeble claim of lay-ordination and a lay-ministry, which, we 
etippose, will scarcely pretend to rest on either scriptural com* 
mand or example^ we coivsider this issue as between two systems 
onlyv episcopacy, and parity or the presbyterian ministry.* 
Parity declares that there is but one order of men authorized to 
minister in sacred things, all in this order being of equal grade^ 
and having inherently equal spiritual rights. Episcopacy de- 
clares that the Christian mmistry was established in three orders^ 
ealled, ever since the apostolic age, Bishops, Presbyters t>r Elders, 
and Deacons ; of which the highest only has the right to ordain 
and confirm, that of general supervision in a diocose, and that 
of the chief administration of spiritual discipline, besides enjoy- 
ing all the powers of the other grades. The main question be 
ing thus concerning the superiority of Bi^ops, and the rights 
of the next order being restricted only so much as not to be in- 
ooasistent with those of the highest, we need not extend out 
investigation of Scriptiu*e beyond what is requisite for this grand 
point. If we cannot authenticate the claims of the episc(^>al 
office, we will surrender those of our Deacons, and l^t all power 
be confined to the one office of Presbyters. But, if we can esta- 
blish the rights of our highest grade of the ministry, there can 
be little dispute concerning the degrees of sacred authority as- 
signed by us to the middle and lower grades. This is a further 
clearing of our argument, not indeed from extraneous or irrele 
vant matter, but from questions which are comparatively unim- 
portant. 



w Other denominations besides those called Presbytdrians praetisa presbvterian 
lifnatiofi, M the Congregationalists, Baptists, Ac. The ordination also of tiie Lu. 
erans and Methodists is prest^rterian, Luther and Wesley (and Dr. Cok^ th* 

I PresbytefS. 
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therans an 

fOHTce of Methodist orders in'this country) having only been Presbyters. 



Tlie main issue then is— whether PresBytiers (or, mote «CrM$(ty^ 
Presbyters cUone) have a scriptiiral right to ordain, or whethei^ 
the agency of a minister of higher grade than Presbyters is nol 
essential to the due performance of that act ? Whichever W&y 
this great issue be decided, all subordinate questions go with it, 
if not necessarily, yet because they will no longer be worth con- 
tending for, by either party. 

As some readers of this essay may not be familiar with the 
episcopal controversy, it is proper to advert to the fact, that the 
name " Bishop," which now designates the highest grade of the 
ministry, is not appropriated to that office in Scripture. That 
name is there given to the middle order, or Presbyters ; and all 
that we read in the New Testament concerning " Blshops,"« ( in- 
cluding, of course, the words " overseers," and " oversight,"' 
which have the same derivation,) is to be regarded as pertaining 
to that middle grade. The highest grade is there found in 
those called " Apostles,"* and in some other individuals, as Titus, 
Timothy,* and the "angels" of the seven Churches in Asia 
Minor, who have no official designation given them ; all which 
positions will be made good in the progress of this essay. It 
was after the apostolic age, that the name " Bishop" was taken 
from the second order and appropriated to the first ; as we learn 
from Thoodoret, one of the fathers. »» At first view, this difficulty 
respecting the names of the sacred orders may appear formida- 
ble ; but, if we can find the thinff sought, i. e. an office higher 
than tliat of Presbyters or Elders, we need not regard its name* 
Irregularity in titles and designations is of so frequent occur- 
rence, yet occasions so little actual confusion, that it ought not 
to be viewed as a real difficulty in the case before us. Examples 
to this effect crowd upon us. The original meaning of * emperoi^ 
(imperaior) was only a general, hut it was afterwards appro- 
priated to the monarch ; and the original meaning of * Bisiiop' 
was only a l^esbyter, but the name passed from that middle 
grade to the highest. There are, again, the * president' of the 
United States, * presidents' of colleges, and * presidents' of soci- 
eties; there are the * governor' of a commonwealth, * governors' 
of hospitals, and the * governor' of a jail ; there are ' ministers' 
of state, and * ministers' of religion ; there are ' provosts' of col- 
leges, and **provost8-mart'al ;' there are * elders' (senators) in a 

X Philip 11. I Tim. iil I, 2. Tit i. 7. In I Pet ii. 25. the word "bishofi" w 
figtiratively m>plied to our Scviour ; as " minister" [deacon] is in Rom. xv. 8 ; end 
"a|i»«tte" in Hcb. iii I. It is worthy of note, that in tiie last passage, " a|)ostle amf 
high priel" are coupled togetiier, as " bishop and sheplMrd," or ptuUti^, are in tlie 
first 

y Acts XX. 28. 1 Pet v, 2. 

z That th*» ajHistloa alone nrdained will be prove*!. In 1 Cor. Ir. 19 — 2* ; v. 3 — 6. 
2€>>r. ii 6; vii. 12; x. 8; xiii. 2, 10; and 1 Tim. i. 20, arc recordc<l inflictions and 
remiasinns of discipline performed by an A}M)sdc, or threatcnings on his part, aldiougl) 
there must have been Bldere in Cdrmth, and certainly were in Epbesns. 

a Timodiy is usually supposed not to have the name " apostle*' givem to hni la 
ieripture, and our main ar gutnent conSarmu to tUut ■uppontioo. 
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teiMature, 'elders' (aldermen) in a city government, ^elders' 
(Jnresbyters) in tiie Churcli, and lay * elders* in some denomma* 
tions ; there were ' consuls' in Home and in France who were 
supreme civil magistrates, and there are * consuls' who are mere 
commercial agents ; there are * captains' with a certain rank in 
the army or militia, * captains' with much higher rank in the 
navy, and * captains' with no legal rank ; in France, ' monsieur* 
and ' madame' are (or were) among the highest titles in the 
court, and are also tne common appellation of respect among all 
ranks of the people. Here, one would say^ is an almost un- 
limited confusion of names or designations ; yet this confusion 
is but apparent ; there is no real or practical difficulty in the use 
of them ;. custom renders it all easy and clear. So, a little re-. 
iSection and practice will enable any of our readers to look in 
Scripture for the several sacred offices^ independently of the 
names there or elsewhere given them. Let us say, in analogy 
with some of the above examples, that there are Bishops djf 
parishes and Bishops of dioceses ; and when we find in the New 
Testament the name '^ Bishop," we must regard it as meaning the 
Bishop of a parish, or a Presbjrter ; but the Bishop of a diocese,' 
or the highest grade of the ministry, we must there seek, not 
under that name, and independently of any name at all. We 
are inquiring for the thing, the fact, an order higher than Pres 
byters : the name is not worth a line of controversy. 

There was at least as much difference between the inferior 
king5«, Herod, Archelaus, and Agrippa, and the supreme king 
Cesar,** as there is between the Presbyter-bishops of Scripture 
and the Bishops who succeed the Apostles ; the mere title 
" king," common to all these, was far from implying that they 
were all of one grade. 

One irregularity in regard to the application of names is par- 
ticularly worthy of notice. The word " sabbath" is applied in, 
Scripture to only the Jewish day of rest ; by very common use 
however it means the Lord's day. Now, "fee sabbath" is abo- 
lished by Christianity, and the observance of it discountenanced ;♦ 
yet ministers of Christian denominations are constantly urging 
their Christian f ocks to keep " the sabbath." Does any confu- 
sion of the mind result from this confusion of names ? we sup- 
pose not. All concerned understand, that in Scripture the word 
means the Jewish sabbath, while out of Scripture the same word 
is commonly applied to the Christian sabbath. Let tl>e same 
justice be done to the word " Bishop." In Scripture, it means a 
Presbyter, properly so called. Out of Scripture, according to 
the usage next to universal of all ages since the sacred canon 
was closed, it means that sacerdotal order, higher than Presby- 
ters, which is found in Scripture under the title of " Apostle." — 

c OtM having power to govern many chnrchet and clcrgyineQ, vrbether &bi<i i - 
a diocose or not 
d Matt, il 1, 92. Acts xxvl 2. xrn. 7. John six. 16. 
• CoL ii 16, 17. GaL ir. la 
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When a Christian teacher who enjoins the observance of the 
day which he calls ** the sabbath" is asked for his New -Testa- 
ment authority, he has to exclude all the passages which contain 
that word, giving them a different application, and go to other 
passages which do not contain it ; ana he argues that he seeks 
the thinff^ not the name. And, when we Episcopalians are ask- 
ed for inspired authority for ** Bishops," we do the very same , 
we give a different application to the passages which* contain 
that word, and build on other passages, which teach the fact of 
the existence of episcopacy, without that appellation. Thus 
secured by an example which is in high esteem with our oppo- 
nents generally, may we not hope that they will withhold their 
censure from this portion of our argument ? 

Another irregularity of the same kind occurs in regard to the 
wo?d ** Elder." It is sometimes used for a minister or clergyman 
of any grade, higher, middle, or lower ;^ but it more strictly 
signifies a Presbyter/ Many words have both a loose and a 
specific meaning. The word " angel" is often applied loosely ;^ 
but distinctively it means certain created spirits, 'the word 
" Gcb" is applied to angels," and idols,'' and human personages 
or magistrates ;^ but distinctively it means the Supreme Being. 
The word " Deacon" means an ordinary serA'ant, a servant of 
God in secular affai'^, ancl any minister of Christ ; but a Chris- 
tain minister of the lower grade is its specific meaning." So 
with the word " Elder ;" it is sometimes applied to the clergy ol 
any grade or grades ; but its appropriate application is to minis- 
ters of the second or middle order. The above remarks, it is 
hoped, will enable those who feel an interest in consulting Scrip- 
ture on the subject before us, to do so without any embarrass 
ment from the apparent confusion of official names or titles. 

To this appeal to Scripture in regard to the question between 
episcopacy and parity, we now proceed. 

That the apostles ordained, all agree : that Elders (Presbyters) 
did, we deny. We open this branch of our argument with the 
remark, that — Apostles and Elders (distinctively so called) had 
not equal power and rights. And we demonstrate this proposi- 
tion from Scripture in the following manner. — These two classes 
of ministers are distinguished from each other in the passages 
which speak of them as " Apostles and Elders,"" or which enu- 
merate " Apostles and Elders and brethren," or the laity. « If 
*' priests arid levites," if " Bishops and Deacons,"p are allowed 



t Apostles are called ' EHders* in I Pet v. 1. 2 John 1, and 3 John 1. Deaocc« 
atrc certainly included in that designation in 1 Tim. v. 19., and probably in Acts jir. 
23. xxi. 18. and James v. 14. and po8aibl> in Acts xi. 30. 

g Acts XV. 6, 23. Tit i 5. Acts xx 17. 1 Pet v. 1. 

h Acts xii. 15. Rev i. 20. ix. 14. 

i Deut X. 17. Ps. xcvii. 7. cxxxvi 2. 

k Exod. XX. 3 xxiii. 21, &c. 

1 Kxod. vii. 1. xxff. 28. Ps. Ixxxiu 1,6. cxxxviii. 1. John x. 36. 

m See Porkhurst on Aiokovoc n Acts xv. 2, 4, 6, S|3 { xvi 4i 

Acts XV. as. P Philip L 1. 
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fb be distinct ordetn. if " Apostles and brethren,'*'' are also allow- 
ed to be distinct oraers, then on the same principle, that I he con- 
junction is not exegetical, " Apostles and Elders" may fairly be 
accounted distinct orders likewise. And as, in the expression 
"Apostles and Elders and brethren," severally is unquestionably 
implied between the latter of these three classes and the others, 
It must as clearly be intended between the former two. Apos- 
lies were therefore one class, and Eiders another class, just as 
the laity were a tliird class. — Now, the Apostles were not thus 
distinguished because they were appointed by Christ personally; 
for some are named " Apostles" in Scripture who were not thus 
appointed, as Matthias, Barnabas, and probably Jsmes the bro- 
ther of the Lord,' all ordained by merely human ordainers ; 
Silvanus also and Timothy are called ' Apostles ;"• and, besides 
Andronicus and Junia, others could be added to the list.* Nor 
were the Apostles thus distinguished because they had seen our 
Lord after his resurrection; for ^^five hundred brethren" saw 
him.« And, though the twelve Apostles were selected as special 
witnesses of the resurrection, yet others received that appellation 
who were not thus selected, as Timothy, Silvanus, Androiticus, 
« Junia, &c. Nor were the Apostles thus distinguished because 
of their power of working miracles ; for Stephen and Philip, 
who were both Deacons, are known to have had this power.' — 
It follows, therefore, or will not at least be questioned, that tlie 
Apostles were distinguished from the Elders because they were 
superior to them in ministerial power and rights.* And, con 
siaering the nature of inherent rights — that they cannot (except 
in the way of punitive discipline) be taken away or justly sus- 
pended, but are always valid — we do not allow that this superi- 
ority of the Apostles was but transient, that they kept full power 
from the Elders for a time, and conceded it to them afterwards. 
What is given in ordination, is given unreser^'edly : and, as it is 
never ^except for discipline) retracted, or suspended, or modified 

q Acts xL 1. 

r Acts i. 26; ziv. 4, 14. Gal L 19 Cnrnpare the latter with Mark vi. 3, and 
Jnhii vii. 6; and see Hammond on 6t. James' epistle, and Bishop Whits on the 
Qatechism. ]>• 431. 

s See 1 Thcna. ii. 6, compared with L 1. Paul, Silvanus, (or Silas,) and 
Timothy, are ail included as " Anortlea." In vene 18, Paul speaks of himself indk 
i^ua'ly, not probably before. It is not umisual, indeed, (or St Paul to use tiie 
pinral number of himsetf only ; but the words " Apostle*'* and " our own #o»iii* 
(verse 8,) bein^ inapplicid>le to the singular use of the Dijr» nufnbcr, sliow that thm 
three wliose names are at the head of thb epistle, are here spoken of jointly. And 
thus, Silis and Timothy are, with Paul, recognized, in this passage of Scripture, at 
•• ApostlM.*' 

t It will here be sufficient to remark, that in 2 Cor. xi. 13, and Rev. {12,** Mm 
Afwstles" are spoken of. Tltese could not have been, or have pretended to be, any 
of the eleven, or of the five next above mentioned, or Paul. Tiieir assuming there* 
fore the title of 'Apostles' shows tliat there were enough other* who bad th.*s title to 
make their pretended claim to it plausible. And tliose otheia mn«t have been ordpin 
ed, not by Chbist, but by men who had his commission. — Calvin alk>ws Aiv 
dronicus and Junia (Rom. xvi 7.) to have been Apostles. Inetit. b. IV e. iii. nrct. & 

■ iCor. XV. 6. » AetsviS; viiLft. i» Ses mm «, on page la. - 
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by the giver or givers, and parttcularly, as in the case of ^h* 
first " Elders" tliere is no record, and no evidence whatever, of 
any piiblie decree or private ^agreement relating to such a re- 
traction, or suspension, or modification, we cannot but regard 
that theory as mere hypothesis ; and against the taking for 

f ranted of any mere hypothesis, all sound reasoning protests. — 
Ve repeat, therefore, that the " Apostles and Elders" were ot 
distinct orders ; as truly so, as were the " brethren" or laity a 
third class, different from both the others. 

If these views of Scripture and of the nature of inherent rights 
of office, be allowed, as we think they ought to be, then we have 
proved in favour of episcopacy, that there was originally a 
sacred office superior to that of " Elders" or Presbyters. And 
this is substantiating nearly the whole episcopal claim. 

But the defenders of parity reject these our views of Scripture 
and of official riglits, and build their system on the theory which 
we have pronounced to be mere hypothesis. While they grant 
the superiority of the Apostles, they contend that the subordination 
of the Elders was but a transient regulation, required by the exi- 
gencies of the then new Church j and th^t as churches became 
settled, the whole ministerial power rested in the Elders, no part 
of it being any longer withheld from them. The proof they 
allege is, that the " Elders" are said in the New Testament to 
have ordained and exercised full government and discipline. In 
answer we assert, i. that there is no scriptural evidence that 
" Elders" ever obtained or exercised the right [or the complete 
right] of ordination ; but that, 2. there was continued, as had 
begun in the Apostles, an order of ministers superior to the 
Elders. Both these assertions we can prove. And under the 
lattijr head it will appear that Elders did not exercise discipline 
over the clergy. 

i. There is no scriptural evidence that mere Elders [Presby- 
ters I ordained. 

Excluding a few unavailing appeals to Scripture made by 
some of our opponents, but which we think will be allowed to 
have the efiect of weakening their cause,* there are but two pas- 
sages which can even plausibly be claimed in favour of presby- 
terian ordination. Yet by neither of these passages can thai 
practice be substantiated. 

The first is Acts xiii. 1, 2, 3. Five persons called •* prophets 
and teachers," at Antioch, among whom Barnabas is named first, 
and Saul last, are directed by the Holy Ghost, " separate me 
Barnabas and Saul for the tror/c whereuntolhave called them ;" 
which the other three accordingly did, by fasting and prarer, 
and the imposition of hands, and then sent them away. This 
transaction is sometimes presumed to have been the ordination 
of Barnabas and Saul to the one sacred order of parity ; and as 
it was performed by those who were only " prophets and teach- 

X Ab tbe (acts, that tliere was more than one ordainer in Acta L 26. aad xiv. 19 
Tha •oawM' ip» iiimi tbt oc4vaera wer^ Aj^oatlea, not aera Presbyters. 
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«^" it is claimed as a scriptural example of presbyterian ordi 
nation. But this claim may be unanswerably refuted. 1. Bar- 
nabas and Saul are themselves here called " prophets and teach-* 
ers," and are said to have " ministered to the Lord," as well afl 
tiie other three ; qf course, if these three were in orders, the 
other two were likewise, before this laying on of hands. This 
transaction, theisefore, if an ordination, must have been a second 
and of course higher one 5 which is inconsistent wiih parity. 
If it was not an ordination, as it certainly was not, it was a mere 
setting apart of those two Apostles to a particular field of duty, 
which has no bearing on the question before us. 2. Paul had 
been a preacher long before this occurrence,^ and Barnabas 
also ;■ which facts, together with that of their " ministering to 
the Lord," as already mentioned, are proof positive that they 
held iiie sacred commission before this laying on of hands : 
which of course, we repeat, must have been either a second and 
higher ordination, which is fatal to parity, or else no ordination, 
but only a separation to a particular field of duty, to a special 
" work." 3. That this transaction at Antioch related only to 
a special missionary " work," will be found sufHciently clear by 
those who will trace Paul and Barnabas through that work, from 
Acts xiii. 4. to xiv. 26. where its completion is recorded — ** and 
thence sailed to Antioch, from whence they had been recom 
mended to the grace of God for the work which they fuljUledJ^ 
This "work," their missionary tour, being "fulfilled," all was 
fulfilled that had been required by the Holy Ghost when he had 
them "separated," or "recommended to the grace of God," 
" for the work to which he had called them." This call, there- 
fore, this separation, this work* related only to a particular mis- 
sion. And ^is laying on of hands was no ordination, but a 
lesser ceremony, which has no bearing on the controversy 
between parity and episcopacy. 4. The most explicit proof that 
this was not ah ordination, is found in Gal. i. 1. where Paul de- 
clares himself to be *' an Apostle, not of men, neither by man, 
but by Jesos Christ and God the Father." Not of men, neither 
M/ man : is not such language an absolute exclusion of all human 
agency ui Paul's ordination ? What other language could add 
"to its strength? None but that which immediately follows: "6^ 
Jesus Christ and God the Father." Paul having been made an 
Apostle by the Saviour in person, when he appeared to him on the 
road to Damascus," it could not have been that the transaction at 
Antioch was his ordination.** — And if in his case that ceremony 

y Actsix. 20—22, 27—29. 2 Acts xi. 23, 26. a Acts xxvi 16, 17, 18. 

i> The following additional proofs are worthy of notice. 1. In Rom. i. 5. 1 Cor. 
L 17. and 1 Tim. L I. Paul assents tliat his apostolical coromifi^ion was from Christ. 
2. In the first verses respectively of 1 Cor. 2 Cor. Ephes. Col. and 2 Tim. lie ile- 
Clares himself an Apostle "throiigh" or "by the will of God." 3. In Ga.. i. 17. 
^akixig of the period .*' immediately" after his conversion, he says that he went not 
to those who "were Apostles be/ore himy^ of course hs regarded himself as an 
Apostle at that period, and from the moment that Chriet nad appeared to hiui. 
1 In I Tim. iL 7. be aaserU his apiMtleship with a strong asseveratioa-*-" wher» 

3* 
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meant not ordination, it of course meant it not in the case of 
Barnabas. When the latter had been made an Apostle, we know 
not ; neither do we know when James the brother of the Lord, 
Silvanus, Timothy, &c. were admitted to that office. 

This first claim to Scripture in behalf of presbyterian ordina-: 
tion cannot therefore be substantiated ; inasmuch as an act of 
ordination is not, and cannot be implied in the passage appealed 
to. Should any mink otherwise, they must not only refute the 
above arguments, but make it appear also from Scripture that 
the supposed ordainers were mere Presbyters ; for the appella- 
tions " prophets and teachers" are far from settling this point. 
If Barnabas and Paul, to whom those titles are given, are to be 
regarded as laymen about to be ordained, why not regard the 
other three as laymen also, holding a lay ordination 'I the one 
may as well be taken for granted as the other ; for we read 
that laymen and even lay-women "prophesied" in the age of 
mspiration.* Or if the three supposed ordainers called "prophets 
and teachers" were clergymen, they may have been Apostles, 
superior to Elders, since Silas is called both a " prophet" and 
an " Apostle"** and the prophets are called the " brethren" of the 
Apostle John;* the Apostle Paulc^Us himself a " teacher." '^ Be- 
sides ; it has been shown that Paul, here classed with " prophets 
and teachers," was also at this time an Apostle ; and does not this 
fact afford presumptive argument that the other four whose 
names stand above his in the list contained in the passage, v/ero 
also of apostolic rank? In view of these many difficulties, we 
may securely affirm, that it is impossible to bring any evidence 
whatever that this transaction at Antioch was an ordination by 
Presbyte/3. We have, indeed, shown that it was not an ordina- 
tion of any kind. And we therefore dismiss the claim of non- 
episcopalians to this passage of the New Testament. 

Only one other passage is claimed for presbyterian ordination 
— " neglect not the gift that is in thee, which was given thee by 
prophecy, with the laying on of the hands of the presbytery.^^ 
(1 Tim. iv. 14.) This is regarded by our non-episcopal brethren 
as the record of a presbyterian ordination. Let us inquire, how-' 
ever, whether the transaction teas an ordination 1 and whether, 
if so, it was a presbyterian ordination? 

Was the laymg on of hands on Timothy here mentioned, an 

unto I am ordained a preacher and an Apostle, (7 speak the truth in Christ and 
lie noty) &c." Had his ordination been iwrfonned by men, it would have been well 
known, as in ordinary cases ; had it been perfornied, as alleged, at Antioch, it would* 
have had peculiar publicity and such a mode of asserting it would have been out ot 
place and even improper in St. Paul. But his commission having been given him 
by Chrlst personally, and the men present at the time not understanding the words . 
then pronounced, (Acts xxii. 9.) it was both natural and correct, in declaring that he 
was thus commissioned, to use solemn asseverations and pledge his veracity. Tliia ' 
was enough for ordinary purposes. The final proof of his deelaxation and his asseve 
rations was the performance of miracles. 

c I Cor. xl. 5. Aciaxi^, C. and xxi. 9. 

d Acts XV. 32. I Thssp. ^. ^. comp. with i. 1. 

• Rev. xxii f. flTim.il? 2Tim.i.U. ' 
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ordinatiou 7 It cannot, at least, be proved. And, comparinf 
Scripture with Scripture, are we not justified in regarding 
it as a transaction similar to the one we have just seen in tlie 
case of Barnabas and Saul? In both cases there was the 
ceremony of the imposition of hands. And the dictation of the 
Holy Ghost to the " prophets" in the one case, corresponds Mith 
the " prophecy," or inspired designation of the individual in the 
other case ; a designation previously adverted to by St. Paul, 
*' this charge I commit unto thee, son Timothy, according to the 
provhecies which went before on thee."* We submit this view 
of the transaction peirformed by those called the •• presbytery" to 
the candid judgment of our readers. If they should allow that 
it probably refers to an inspired separation, of one already in 
the ministry, to a particular field of duty — to the " charge com- 
mitted to him" in iorm by St. Paul, corresponding with " the 
work" to which Saul and Barnabas were separated — a practice 
which must of course have ceased with the gift of inspiration — 
they will see that it was not an ordination that was performed 
by the " presbytery," but only a " recommending of Tiniothy 
to the grace of God for the work he was to fulfil." The ordina- 
tion of Timothy may be alluded to by St. Paul in the. second 
epistle, " the gift of God, which is in thee, by the putting on of 
my hands."** If so, it was an ordination by an Apostle, as is the 
uniform record elsewhere in the New Testament. If not, 
then Timothy's ordination is nowhere specifically mentioned, 
out is to be inferred, as in other cases : and, in this view, both 
these passages are unconnected with the controversy before us. 

But our non-episcopal brethren generally regard the passage 
m question as referring to the ordination of Timothy. Let us 
meet them on this ground. 

Was it a presbyterian ordination? We first reply, that emi- 
nent authority has declared the word " presbytery" to mean the 
office to which Timothy was ordained, not the persons who 
ordained him ; so that the passage would read — " with the lay- 
ing on of hands to confer the presbyterate,^^ or prcsbytership, 
or the clerical oflice : in which view, the ordainer of Timothy 
was St. Paul himself, as mentioned in the clause just quoted 
from the second epistle. On this point, we adduce a passage 
from Grotuis. Speaking of Presbyters laying on their hands 
near those of a Bishop, he proceeds — " I do not dare to bring in 
confirmation of this, that expression of PauPs of the imposition 
of Che hands of the presbytery^ because I see that Jkrome, Am- 
hKOSE, and other ancients, and Calvin, certainly the chief of all 
the moderns, interpret 'pres^yfcri^m' in that place not an assem' 
hly^ but the office to which Timothy was promoted : and indeed 
he who is conversant with the councils aud the writings of the 
fathers, camiot be ignorant ihai^ presbyterium,'' as ^ episcopaitts* . 
and ^ diaconatus^ are the names of offices. Add that it appears 



g 1 Tim. i. 18 See also M'Knioht's note on the passage. h Tii». i. 6. 
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that Paul laid hands ori Timothy."' By this interpretation of 
the word " preshytery " — that it means not the ordainers, but the 
office conferred — we remove all appearance of discrepancy be- 
tween that passage and the one in which Paul speaks of the im- 
position of his hands. And, to make the least of the above opinion 
of several fathers, and Calvin, and Grotius, does not their au 
thority render doubtful the application of the passage before us 
to a body of presbyter ian ordainers ? — Should it be said, however, 
that the word " prcsbyterate or presbytership" proves Timoth> 
to have been then ordained a Presbyter merely, we would neu- 
tralize that argument by appealing to 1 Thess. ii. 6, (comp. with 
i. 1.) where he is willed an "Apostle." We would also advert 
to the fact, that however distinct may have been the three above 
Latin names for the three grades of sacerdotal office, those names 
of office were, in the Greek, and at an earlier period, applied 
but loosely. At least, they were so in the New Testament. 
Thus we read, " this ministry [^deax:onshtp'] and apostlesfup^^ 
for the office to which Matthias was admitted : " I am the apos- 
tle of the Gentiles, I magnify mine office" [my deaconship^ 
*' the ministry [deaconship] which I have received," " approvmg 
ourselves as the ministers [deacons'] of Groo,"* are passage? 
applied by St. Paul to himself; we also read, " who then is Paul, 
and who is Apollos, but ministers [deojcons'j by whom ye be^ 
Ueved ;""» and " do the work of an evangelist, make full prool 
of thy ministry" Ideaconshipj'] " thou shalt be a good minister 
I deacon] of Jesus Christ," are a(^mOnitions addressed to Timo- 
thy." These passages, not to cite here other like ones, while 
they may be said to go far towards proving that if there be only 
one sacred order, it must be the qrder of Deacons, answer irre- 
fragably all that might be suggested to the disadvantage of 
episcopacy from the application of the word " presbytery" to 
the sacred office to which Timothy was ordained: since, if prcs- 
byterate or presbytership means that he was but a Presbyter, 
deaconship must mean that he, and Matthias, and Paul, and 
Apollos, were but Deacons. In short, as all experienced inter- 
preters are aware, and as in this controversy Episcopalians 
always assert, we look not to Scripture for official names of any 
kind, but only for official powers; and Timothy, we there find, 
has a higher degree of power than the word PresbyteHum, as 
distinguished from Kpiscopaius and DiaconcUits, would allow 
him. The word " presbytery" then, according to the mode ol 
interpretation now before us, though it refer to office, does not 
designate a subdivision of office, but alludes generally to the 
clerical office conferred on Timothy. 

But, granting to our opponents that " the presbytery" means 
here, not the office given to Timothy, but, as they contend, a 
body of Elders, and that his ordination is the transaction referred 

i See Dr. Cooke's Essay, p. 192. [363, 2d «t I k Acts i. 25. 

1 Rom. xl 13. Acts xx. 24. 2 Cor. vi 4. ml Cor. iii t. 

»2TiM.ir.«. lTin.i?.6. 
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r-^wc again meet them on the question, was it a presbyterlaii 
&»«dnation? And here we ask— of whom was this ordaining 
'* >>f esbytery" composed? for the whole question centres in the 
mvtining o( that word. A presbytery means a body of Elders ; 
anu taken alone, it can be interpreted of any kind of Elders. 
Those, for example, who think they find in Scripture what are 
called ruline-elders, may regard this presbytery as having been 
made np or them ; and, if they were not contradicted by other 
passages they might here claim a shadow of proof for lay-orders. 
Others may assert that the grade called Presbyters made np 
this presbytery. Or, as St. Peter and St. John call themselves 
" Elders,"" this presbytery may have consisted of Apostles. Or, 
Iifetly, it may have been composed of any two of the kinds 
of Elders mentioned, or of all the three kinds uniting in the 
imposition of hands on Timothy ; there may have been ruling- 
ciders and Presbjrters, or Presbyters and one or more Apos- 
tles, or ruling-elders and one or more Apostles, or ruling- 
elders and Presbyters and Apostles. There are then no less 
than seven modes, if we seek no further evidence, in which this 
** presbytery" may have been composed. Or, if we exclude 
ruling-elders, there are three modes in which it may have been 
formed ; of Presbyters only, of Apostles only, arid of one or 
more Apostles and Presbyters united. The mere expression 
•* presbytery*' therefore, does not explain itself , and cannot of 
itself be adduced in favour of parity. 

If, however, it be urged, that the apecijic meaning of the worn 
"Elder" should have the preference, so as to place Presbyters 
only in this ordaining " presbytery,** we answer^ — that the spe- 
cific meaning of the title of an individual officer is far (h)m 
extending necessarily to the similar title of a body or an office. 
We have just noticed an objection kindred with this ; but it may 
not be improper to add some further illustrations of the uncer- 
tainty of official names. Thus we say, the Jewish " priesthood,** 
including in that term, with the priests, the superior order of 
high-priests, and the inferior one of levitcs. Thus also we have 
the phrases, " ministry [literally deaconship] of reconciliation," 
and the expressions ''that the ministry taeaconskip'] be not 
blamed," " seeing we have this ministry" [deaconshipy} " putting 
me into the ministry" [dectconship /] and more especiaUy 
" Apostles, prophets, evangelists," &c. are aU said to have been 
given "for the work of the ministr3r" \deaconship ;y in all 
which passages the word deaconship, luunna, the appellation 
rtrictly of a sacred body of men, or of their office, includes, nay 
signifies chiefly, those who were superior to Deacons. The 
word " presbytery" ^^herefore, being no more definite than 
" ministry or deaconship," cannot explain itself m favour of our 
opponents. It can only be defined " a body of clergymen."' 

o lPe«. T. 1. 2 John 1. 8 John 1. 

p 2 Cor. T. 18. vi. 3. ty. 1. 1 Tim. i 12. Ephos. Jr. 11, 12. 

^ The wocd ** preabyterate or prwbyterahio" alio moMim u *iui flbwii^ 
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And these clergymen may have been in part or entirely Apo«- 
lies, who were superior to Presbyters. 

It is evident, therefore, we repeat, that this passage, if it refer 
loan ordination, cannot be interpreted without light from other 
Scriptures. To this light, therefore, we refer. 

The " presbytery," we have seen, may^ have consisted of 
Apostles only, or of one or more Apostles joined with others. 
In conformity with this suggestion, we find St. Paul writing to 
Timothy, " that thou stir up the gift of God, which is in thee by 
the putting on of my hands.""^ Now, the same reasons which 
make the passage respecting the laying on of the hands of the 
presbytery apply to ordination — the same reasons will make 
this other passage, respecting the putting on of PauVs hands, 
apply to that identical ceremony ; unless indeed a second and 
higher ordination be here supposed, which however destroys 
parity, and which of course parity cannot adduce in its own 
behalf. In the ordination, therefore, of Timotliy, Paul had at 
least a share ; that Apostle laid on his hands, whoever else be 
longed to the ordainmg " presbytery." It cannot of course be 
claimed as a presbyterian, but was an apostolic ordination. And 
thus the allegations of our opponents from this passage, in sup- 
port of the ordaining powers of mere " Elders," are overturned. 
We have proved that Presbyters alone did not perform Ae ordi- 
nation, granting the transaction to have been one, but that an 
Apostle actually belonged, or else was added for this purpose, 
to the body called a " presbytery."* 

It is worthy also of note, that St. Paul makes the following 
distinction in regard to his own agency and that of the others 
in this supposed ordination — " by the putting on of my bamds" — 
"w?YA the laying on of the hands of the presbytery." Such a dis- 
tinction mayjTistlybe regarded as intimating that the vii^tue 
of the ordaining act flowed from Paul ; while the presbytery, 
or the rest of that body if he were included in it, expressed only 
consent. 

On the whole : Can it be denied, that a cautious and candid 
interpretation of the two passages said to relate to the ordina- 
tion of Timothy, requires that a minister be present who holds 
the [ordinary and uninspired portion of the] rank and rights of 
an Apostle, to give ordaining power to any body called a pres- 
bytery ? Were there even no explicit evidence m our favour in 
the other parts of Scripture, the episcopal theory would be at 
least as good a key as that of parity to the meaning of the word 

more specific than " the clerical office." The word " bishopric" (Acts i. 20.) ha% 
on the same principles, no stricter signification. The prcsont writer is not awaie 
of any instance in Scripture in which tfie specific inea||ng of a name of office has 
necessarily the preference; fierhaps the word " apostieship" is an exception; it ia 
ased only of those known to have been Apostles. 

r 2 Tira i. 6. 

s IGNATIU.S, well known for his zeal for episcopacy, and martyred about theyeai 
MO, calls the ilpo«i/e« the '' presbytery of the Church." Epiat. to the Philad^ 
phifint. Soot 6, 
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*^ preso3rtcry." And considering the above distinction of " by' 
and " with," our theory is obviously the better of the two. Yet 
here the non-episcopal argument from Scripture is exliausted. 
Its strongest proof has been demonstrated to be but barely con- 
sistent with parity, while it is more consistent with episcopacy. 
We dismiss therefore the claim of our opponents to this, the 
only passage of Scripture, besides the one before dismissed, to 
which they could raise any pretensions. 

Let our readers now be reminded, that we before showed 
"Apostles and Elders" to have been distinct classes of ministers, 
as distinct as were the " brethren" or laity from both. That the 
former ordained, is allowed on all hands, and is clear from Scrip- 
ture.' But we have now demonstrated that there is no inspired 
authority for the claim that mere Elders [Presbyters] ordained — 
none, at any period of the apostolic age. Of course, there is no 
scriptural proof that such Elders have the right to oraain. To ad- 
duce evidence of their enjoying such a right, was Incumbent on 
parity ; but having failed to do so, it cannot ask of us to allow such 
a right without evidence. It cannot be proved, and it is not to 
be allowed without proof, that mere Presbyters either performed 
the ordinations mentioned in Scripture, or are there said to 
have the right to perform such acts. This position cannot be 
overturned. 

2. All that is now incumbent on episcopacy is — to show that 
the above distinction between Elders and a grade superior to them, 
in regard especially to the power of ordaining, was so perse- 
vered in as to indicate that it was a permanent arrangement, 
and not designed to be but temporary To this final branch of 
our argument, which is also an independent and very prominent 
argument for episcopacy, we now proceed. 

Let any one read Acts xx. 28 to 35, and consider well what St 
Paul there gives as a charge to the Elders (Presbyters or Pres- 
byter-bishops) of Ephesus. Then let him read the two epistles to 
Timothy, and reflect candidly on the charge which the same 
Apostle gives to him personally, Timothy at Ephesus. And, 
after this comparison of the charges, let him decide whether 
Scripture does not set that one individual above those Elders, 
in ecclesiastical rights, and particularly in regard to the power 
of ordaining. — Or, if such an inquirer feel any doubt as to the 
positiveness with which the superiority of Timothy is asserted, 
let him conscientiously determine what are the intimations ol 
Scripture on this subject — which way the balance of proof in- 
clines. To us the proof seems absolute ; but it is enough for 
a rightly disposed mind that it only preponderate. Examine 
then, these two portions of the New Testament 5 and first, that 
relating to the Elders. 

In Acts XX. 28, &c. the Elders of Ephesus are charged — to 
lake heed to themselves — to take heed to all the flock over which 



t AcUi. 26. vL 6. xiv. 23. 2 Tioi. L 6. 
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the Holy Ghost had made Ihem ovei seers — to feed the Church 
of God — and, remembering the Apostle's warnings for three 
years, to watch against the grievous wolves that would assail 
the flock, and against those from among themselves who would 
speak perverse things. These are the four points (or three, if 
the second and third be united) of the admonition left with them 
• by St. Paul ; to which another may be added, from verse 35, 
concerning industry, and charity to the " weak." Now, what 
is there in this admonition or charge which shows that these 
Elders had the power of clerical dicipline ? surely nothing. 
They are to be cautious themselves, and to watch against fal»& 
teachers; but no power is intimated to depose from ofRce 
either one of their own number, or an unsound m mister coming 
among them. They are to " feed," or perhaps (as the word is 
sometimes translated) rule* the Church ; i. e. they are to " tend 
it as shepherds."' The " Church" of course means here the- 
" flock" before mentioned, or the laity ;* for shepherds do not 
tend or rule shepherds, unless it be that there are superior 
shepherds among them, who have received such authority from 
their common m«»ster or employer. Government of the clergy, 
therefore, these Elders had not, as far as appears, within their 
own body. And not a trace or hint is there of their having bad 
the right to ordain. 

We may here add, that the right of these Elders to govern 
and ordain cannot be claimed as resulting from construction or 
implication ; for every passage in Scripture which asserts or 
intimates power over the clergy, gives that power to Apostles, 
or else to Timothy and Titus, or to the " angels" of the seven 
Churches in Asia ; and these cannot be proved to have been 
mere Presbyters, but w^re, as we have shown i^ regard to the 
Apostles, and are now showing in regard to the rest, distinct 
and superior officers. Constructive or implied powers can onljr 
be inferred in the absence of positive evidence; and as there is 
positive evidence in other passages, nothing of implication can 
be valid here. The positive evidence is against parity ; nor can 
construction be resorted to for its relief. — Nor is 'a resort to such 
construction suggested by the spirit of Paul's address to these 
Elders, since the theory which asks no construction is quite as 
congenial with its several expressions as that which requires it. 
On the episcopal theory, indeed, there can be no final authority 
over the clergy without a Bishop 5 but it is not contrary to that 
ttieory, that Presbyters, in such a case, exercise much spiritual 
discipline over the laity : they may repel from the communion, 
which is a very high act of " ruling ;" and, there being no 
Bishop, there ran be no appeal from such a sentence. Amon^ 
us, a diocese without a Bishop " rules the flock" in many respects 

a See Note B. 

V See Parkhurbt on mtpiaivta. 

w As in Acu xv. 4, 22. It is simply ponible thai Deacons are ineluded«in MMh 
Mssoi^es. 
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but has no final or executive authority over its clergy ; and 
Bpliesus was without a Bishop when Paul addressed the Kldert, 
Timothy not having been placed over that Church till some time 
afterwards.* As therefore the episcopal theory suits this addresi 
perfectly, without a resort to constructive or implied powers, 
such a resort in behalf of the Elders is unnecessary, is gratuitous, 
and, of course, is an unsound mode of interpretation. 

The functions then of the Elders of Ephesus, as developed m 
Acts XX. were only pastoral 5 they were to feed, tend, rule, the 
flock, and take heed to them, and, watching for them, were to 
warn them against false teachers. As St. Paul elsewhere expresses 
the duty of Bishops, (Presbyter-bishops,) they are to " take care 
of the Church of God ;"y the " Church" meaning of course the 
laity, as just observed in regard to Acts xx. 28. Or, as St. Peter 
expresses that duty, they are to "take the oversight" of the 
^^flock''^ which they "feed."* These, we believe, are all the 
rights named in Scripture as belonging to Elders. Whatever 
higher privileges are there specified or adverted to (except the 
bare possibility of their having been united with Paul in the 
" presb3rtery" which is supposed to have ordained Timothy) 
are invariably ascribed to Apostles, or to the other persons 
before mentioned, as Timothy, Titus, and the " angels" of the 
seven Churches. 

Compare now with this sum total of power assigned in Scrip- 
ture to mere Elders or Presbyters, that of Timothy at Ephesus, 
the very city and region in which those addressed by Paul in 
Acts XX. resided and ministered. Look through the two epistles 
addressed to that individual by the great Apostle, and mark the 
explicit manner in which the right of governing the clergy ana 
of ordaining is ascribed to him personally — every part of both 
epistles being addressed to him in the singular number — " this 
charge I commit unto thee, son Timothy'i — " these things write 
I unto thee, that thou mightest know how to behave thyself in 
the house of God" — " if tlwu put the brethren in remembrance 
of these things."* Observe the same address to him in the sin- 
gular number when clerical government and discipline are spo- 
ken of—" that thou mightest charge some that they teach no 
other (no false) doctrine" — " against an Elder receive not \thou'\ 
an accusation, but before two or three witnesses" — " them [those 
of the Elders thus accused^ that sin, rebuke \thou'\ before all, 
that others also may fear" — " I charge thee .... that thoti 
observe these things [these rules of clerical discipline, &c.] 
without preferring one before another, doing nothmg by par- 
tiality."** Observe particularly his right to ordain — the qualifi- 
cations of Bishops (Presbyter-bishops) and Deacons are ad 



jc The date of the {facing of Tunothy at Ephesus is ctiacossed fai M'Knight on 
the EpistUs, Vol. IV. p. 156 ; in the Church Register for 1827, Nob. 13 to 17 ; and 
in the^^notestant Bpiscopolian for May, 1831. y 1 Tim. iii 6. 

« i Pet. v. a. a 1 Tim. i. 18 ; iii. 14, 16 ; iv. 6. b 1 Tim, i. 3} v. 19, «0, 21 
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dressed to him, " these things write I unto fAec"'= — he is after 
wards admonished, in regard to the ordaining of these two infe 
rior orders, "lay [thou] hands suddenly on no man" — and again, 
" the things which thou hast heard of me, the same commit thou 
to faithful men, who shall be able to teach others also,"<* i. e. to 
men who are both sound in the faith and apt to leach. Observe, 
moreover, that, while to the Klders of Ephesus Paul alludes to 
ministers who would "speak jpe/nrer^e things, ^''^ yet gives not a 
hint of thei?' exercising discipline upon such offenders, to Timo- 
thy he mentions that verj'^ error, and in terms entirely equiva- 
lent, as having occurred at Ephesus, calling it the " teaching of 
other or false doctrine,^^ and desires him to check it — " that 
thou migntest charge some that they teach no other doctrine" — 
and it is afterwards added, respecting the clergy who thus oi 
otherwise were in fault, " them that sin, rebuke thou,"^ Teach 
ing " other doctrine" and speaking " perverse things" are one 
and the same offence ; the correction of it is no where commit 
ted to the Elders ; to Timothy it is here expressly comn|itted. 

Is it not evident, abundantly evident, that Timothy had su- 
preme power over the clergy at Ephesus, and the full right to 
ordain ? Comparing these many passages, and the tenor and 
spirit of the entire epistles, with the before cited address to the 
Elders of Ephesus, can any one require stronger proof of epis- 
copacy, or stronger disproof of parity ? Did not the ministry at 
Ephesus consist of three orders — Timothy first, the Elders (or 
Presbyter-bishops) next, and Deacons last ? — it clearly did. 

Compare again that address^ and all that is recorded of mere 
Elders, with the epistle to Titus. Examine his powers in the 
island of Crete. To him are specified the due qualifications of a 
Presbyter-bishop or Elder.* His clear credential from the 
Apostle Paul is, " for this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou 
shouldest set in order the things that are wanting, and [that 
thou shouldest] ordain Elders in every city, as I had appointed 
fAee" — and again, " a man that is an heretic, after the first and 
second admonition, [do thou] reject:"'' ordination, admonition, 
and rejection, (or degradation and excommunication,) are all 
committed to Titus personally. The Elders, as already seen, 
had no power given them to " reject" those who should " speak 
perverse things" or " heresy ;" Titus had that power.' All this 
agrees perfectly with the case of Timothy. And nothing like 
it can be shown, anywhere in Scripture, of any who are there 
distinctively called Elders or Presbyters. Is it not clear, then, 
that the recorded powers of Titus make him an oflScer of a grade 
superior to that which we must assign, resting only on the sa 
cred record, to such Elders ? This is episcopacy. 

c 1 Tim. iiL 1—14. d 1 Tini. v. 22. 2 Tim. il 2. e Acts xx. 30. 

f 1 Tim. L 3; V. ^. g Tit i. 6—9 h Tit i. 6 ; iiL 10 

i The expression "perverse things,'' the teachers of which the EHders had i» 
power to condemn, agrees with that used respecting the heretic, "such is eubverted,* 
jrSom Titus had power to reject The words are, itcwr^n^tva and cCcrr^vrm, 
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Compare yet again, aD that is recorded of Elders, wHh the 
epistles to the " angels" of the seven Churches of Asia." Each 
of those Churches is addressed, not through its clergy at large, 
but through its ^' angel" or chief officer ; this alone is a very 
strong argument against parity and in favour of episcopacy^ 
One of tnose Churches was Ephesus ; and wheiwnre read con-^ 
cerning its angel, " tfwu hast tried them which say they are 
Apostles, and are not, and hast found them liars,"' do we require 
further evidence that what Timothy, the chief officer there, wae 
IH the 3rear 65, in regard to the supreme right of discipline over 
the clergy, the same was its chief officer when this book was 
written, in the year 96 ? Let us examine also other passages. 
In each of these small epistles, the " angel" is made responsible 
individually for the errors of the respective Churches, and is 
Commended individually for their respective merits ; and this, 
although there must have been several or many Elders in each 
of those Churches, as there were in Ephesus thirty or forty years 
before." Observe the emphatic use of the singular number in 
the address to each of the angels — " I know thy works,"* is the 
dear and strong language directed to them all successively, im» 
plying the responsibility, not of a Church at large, or of its cler- 
gy at large, but of the head or governor individually. To the 
same effect we read, as commendations of these angels — " thou 
boldest fast my name"—" thou hast a few names which have not 
defiled their garments" — " I have set before thee an open door" — 
" thou hast a little strength, and hast kept my word"* — and^ on 
the other hand, they are thus rebuked — " I have a few things 
against t^ce" — " because thou hast them that hold the doctrine 
of Balaam" — ^^ thou suflerest that woman Jezebel ... to teach. 
&c." — " if tftou shalt not watch, I will come on thee as a thief" 
— " thou art neither hot nor cold."p Similar to these are the 
warnings of Christ to these *• angels," all implying their indi- 
vidual responsibility for the faults of the Churches,—" remember 
tthou] from whence thou art fallen, and repent [thou'\ and do 
tftouj the first works"—" repent [thou] or else I will come unto 
thee quickly" — " be [thoul watchml, and strengthen [thou] the 
things which remain^' — "hold [thou] fas* that which thou hast" 
— " be [thou] zealous, aad repent [thou]. ' There are other like 
passages ; indeed these seven epistles are nearly made up of 
them. The individual called " the angel" is, in each case, iden- 
tified with his Church, and his Church with him. And in the 
few places where the language addressed to the Churches by the 
Saviour is in the plural number/ it is addressed to them gene- 
rally, no particular reference being made to their Elders, as if 
they shared the responsibility.* On the contrary, ^ve find this 

k Rev. ii. iiL < Rev. ii. 2. 

m Acts XX. 17. n Rev. ii. 2, 0, 13, 10; iii. 1, 8, Ift 

o Rev. ii. 13; iii. 4, 8. d Rev. ii. 14, 20; iii. 3, 15. 

q Rfiv. ii. 5, 16; ui 2, II, 19. r Rev. ii. 10, 23—5*6. 



• See Note C 
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peculiarly strong expression in the admonition to the angel ol 
the Ephesian Church, where, as has been fully shown, there 
were many Elders or Presbyters, " I will remove tky candlestick 
Uky Church] out of his place, except thou repent"' — not the 
Church of the presbytery, nor even of thy presbytery, but " thy 
Church." Supely a diocesan is here ! 

Test then by these seven epistles, by each of them and all of 
them, the episcopal and presbyterian theories, and see which 
best agrees with their letter and their spirit: most assuredly 
they are episcopacy from beginning to end. Connect tiiese epis- 
tles' with those to Timothy and Titus ; and decide whether they 
do not all proclaim episcopacy. Compare this entire connected 
evidence with all that is recorded concerning the powers of mere 
Elders ; and let the spirit of candour and impartiality determine 
whether episcopacy does not even triumph in the abundance of 
Its scriptural proofs." 

And let it be observed, that we have made no use of those 
scriptures which merely agree with episcopacy, or tend to illus- 
irate the affairs of the apostolic Church according to that theory, 
but only of those which are its demonstration. And this, we 
think, is complete. 

All minds, however, do not appreciate evidence equally. Let 
then our argument be rated at its lowest value, and it will still 
be sufficient. Is there any thing like positive proof in Scripture, 
that mere Elders [or Presbyter-bishops] had the power of su- 
preme discipline over the clergy, or ordained without the co- 
operation of a minister of higher authority 1 there certainly is 
not, as we have fully shown. Is there not, however, in Scrip- 
ture, proof absolutely positive that persons of higher authority 
than Elders did ordain, and did possess the supreme right of 
clerical discipline ? there certainly is, as we have most abun- 
dantly demonstrated. Is there not, moreover, positive scriptural 
proof that these high powers, superior to those ascribed to mere 
Elders, existed in othe? individuals than the original Apostles, 
and continued in the possession of such officers to the latest date 
of the inspired volume ? it cannot be reasonably questioned. 
Now, let the reader stimate all this evidence as low as he 
pleases, it is evidence t^nough for episcopacy. A hint concern- 
ing the will of God should be imperative with every humble 
and conscientious believer. The slightest preponderance of 
proof, when all has been investigated, should be sufficient for a 
candid mind. — Let then such considerations have their due 
weight with those who may think that our argument comes 
short of demonstration. 

We are persuaded, however, that to strict and severe reasoners 
it will appear a very close approximation to demonstrative proof. 



t Rev. ii. 5. In Rev. i. 20, the candlesticks are said to he the Churches, 
ti For further remarks on the permanent obligation of episcopacy, sec Note P 
And concerning the pita of nsceaiUy for departing from that ministry, soe Note E 
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Of such reasoners we ask — can a single step be made in apply- 
ing Scripture to the support of parity, without taking something 
for g^roTited?'' if there bean argument for parity free from this 
ot^ection, the present writer does not recollect to have seen it 
On the other hand, is not the scriptural argument for episcopacy 
a re^lar induction from scriptural facts? we are persuaded 
that no impartial mind will aaswer in the negative. 

We assert, therefore, in conclusion, that the episcopal ministry 
alone has the authority of the inspired writers. All the facts, 
all the examples they record, without one clear exception, show 
that such was the ministry of the apostolic age. We therefore 
now add this other assertion — that such \vas the ministry alluded 
to by the Apostle when he wrote, " remember them which have 
the rule over you, who have spoken unto you the word of God, 
.... obey them that have the rule over you, and submit your- 
selves, for they watch for your souls, as they that must give ac- 
count."* Whether such an injunction, taken in connexion with 
what has been proved in this essay, does not amount to an in- 
spired command to conform to the episcopal ministry, is left, 
with prayer for their right direction and decision, to the con 
sciences respectively of our readers. 



POSTSCRIPT. 

On the plea of Parity — that Timothy acted (W an ^^ Evangelist?^ 

Parity alleges that Timothy exercised supreme authority in 
the Church at Ephesus as an " Evangelist ;"» and that that office, 
like (on their theory) the entire apostolic supremacy, was but 
temporary ; and that thus, in a short period, the whole clerical 
power rested in the one grade of Elders or Presbyters. 

To this allegation, in all its parts, we have several conclusive 
answers. — L Timothy is called an " Apostle'"* as well as an 
"evangelist;" and as he thus had the highest ecclesiastical 
power in virtue of the apostolic office, the appellation " evangel- 
Ht" could add nothing to it. Neither, of course, can any infer- 
ence bearing on the episcopal controversy be drawn from that 
appellation. — 2. It does not appear that evangelists had, as such, 
any particular rank in the ministry. Philip, the Deacon, was 
an " evangelist ;"•* in Ephes. iv. 11. * evangelists are put after 
" prophets ;" in 1 Cor. xii. 28. they are not included at all ; i* 

y See Note P. 

w Heb. xiii. 7, 17. SeealsoNote G. ftwa reAitation of the objection, tliat monarch* 
\a» as good serif tural aulhorhy as episcopacy. 

a Sea 2 Tim. iv. 6. b 1 Thess. ii. 6., compared with i. 1. o Acts xxl 8. 
3* . 
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appears also tiiat some of the laity did the work of eyangellvin^ f 
and yst Timothy, an Apostle, is directed, we see, to do the saipfi 
work. To rely therefore on the mere title "evangelist" in proof 
oi any thing which is to affect our controversy, is futile ; no 
argunient can be built upon it without taking for grunted that 
evangelists bad, as such, these high clerical powers^ which la 
the very allegation in dispute. — 3. There is no proof whatever 
that Titus and the " angels" of the seven Churches were evan- 
gelists* If, therefore, we should surrender the case of Timothy, 
these other cases of supreme ecclesiastical authority would still 
contradict parity, and be evidence for episcopacy. Sound rea- 
soning, however^ will rather yield up the claims founded on 
the application to Timothy of the mere title " evangdist ;" it 
would rather retain tlic case of Timothy for the episcopal cause, 
independently of other considerations, from its plerfect analogy 
with these cases, which obviously and unavoidably belong to 
that cause.— 4. If we should allow that the superior rights ol 
the Apostles and of this evangelist came soon to a close, there 
would yet be no evidence (or no clear evidence) that mere 
£lders either had or acquired the power of ordaining and Oi 
executive clerical discipline. We should but find that the Church 
was left without an order of men who could show positive in- 
spired credentials for exercising these high functions. And this 
aemonstratto ex absurdo is of itself almost sufficient for episco- 
pacy. The superior office of the Apostles, and of Timothy, 
Titus, and the seven " angels," mtcst have been intended to be 
permanent, whatever was the name of that office, and however 
Its name might be changed. For, be it not forgotten, that, as it 
cannot be proved, it ought not to be allowed, that any but those 
who held this apostolical or episcopal office, superior to that of 
mere Presbyters, either performed the ordinations mentioned in 
Scripture, or are there said to have the right to perform such 
acts. 

No certain and precise definition can be found for ^e word, 
"evangelist," as used in Scripture; the mere name decides 
nothing more than it would in the more thorou^ly Engii^ 
iorm gospeller, Et3anologically, its only meaning is "a per- 
son occupied with or devoted to the gospel ;" and as the gos- 
pel means the " good message," the idea contained in the 
latter word may be extended to " evangelist," and that title be 
defined " a messenger of the good message," t. e. one who pipo^ 
claims the gospch Applied in this sense to a minister, it seems 
equivalent to the word preacher; it may also mean, but not 

d Acts viii. 4. and li. 19, 20. ; 8«5 the Greek. In Acts rlil 1. the "church" at 
JdrtMslein is said to be scattered abroad ; the Apvstles are excepted ; with that ex* 
eqition "they were all scattered," saith the passage; meaning, douhtliSBS, that M 
many fled as to break up their assemblies ; of course, the scattering applies to tht 
(nity chiefly* and sume of tht^se are thus, we think, included aniong Uioae whowerv 
engaged in " erangeiiJsing." The word " preach" in these passage isof coufse, te 
this view, used by our translators with some latitude ; as will also be sven <m emm 
in-ing the Greek— XoXftf and wmyytki^m being the words thus tranalated. 
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necesftarily, a spreader of the gospel, a missionary ; and mis- 
sionaries, we know, may be either Bishops, Presbyters, or Dea- 
cons, either of the three orders. Yet in none of the three places 
in Scripture where the word "evangelist" occurs* are missiona- 
ry duties even hinted at. The epistles to Timothy require of 
turn nothing of the kind ; and the immediate context of the verse 
containing that word charges him only to " preach the word, to 
be instant in season, out of season, to reprove, rebuke, exhort to 
sound doctrine, watch, and endure afflictions." It is not to be 
presumed then from Scripture that an evangelist was necessarily 
a missionary.' Nor was the Church at Ephesus new enough to 
require Timothy as its evangelist in the missionary sense ; for 
.t must have been eleven years founded when Timothy is, for 
the first and only time, called by that title. — Etymology and 
Scripture then, the only proper authorities in our present ar- 
gument, both leave the meaning of the word "evangelist" 
uncertain. 

And if we consent to appeal to the fathers, to which our 
opponents would lead us for further light concerning " evan- 
gelists," we shall not only gain, from their abundant general 
testimony in favour of episcopacy, infinitely more than we could 
possibly lose by havmg this word defined by them against us, 
but we shall actually have their authority respecting that word 
in our favour. A commonly received definition, founded on an 
imperfect extract from one of the fathers, Edsebids, is merely 
this — an evangelist was appointed "to lay the foundations of the 
laith in barbarous nations, to constitute them pastors, and hav- 
ing committed to them the cultivating of those new plantations. 
to pass on to other countries and nations."* All this is indeed 
perfectly consistent with the episcopal theory, since such an 
evangelist may be^ a missionary-bishop. A fuller examination 
however of Eusebids will show that evangelists did not merely 
found new churches, but builded also those founded by others — 
and that the evangelists he speaks of in the place quoted, are 
declared by him to have been ordained to the highest grade of 
the ministry, before they set out on their work. We extract 
the whole chapter, except a few concluding lines which are 
irrelevant, from an old translation. 

" Chap, xxxiii. Of ike Bvangeiists thenftomnsking. Among 
them which were then famous was Quadratus, whom they say 
(together with the daughters of Philip) to have been endued 
with the gift of prophesying. And many others, also, at the 
same time flourished, which, obtaining' the first step^ of apos- 
tolical succession, and being as divine disciples of the cnief and 
principal men, builded the churches every where planted by 
the Apostles : and preaching and sowing the celestial seed oi 
he kingdom of heaven throughout the world, filled the bams o! 

t Acta xxi. 8. Epbcs. Iv. 11. 2 Tim. iv. 6. f See notoH. 

e See Dr. Miller's Letters, p 94. [p.6l,2d ed,\ 
H In the Gf eek ra^tVf order, mnk, station, appointment. 
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God with increase. For the greater part ol the disciples then 
living, affected with great zeal towards the word of God, first 
fulfilling the heavenly commandment, distributed their sub- 
stance unto the poor : next, taking their journey, fulfilled the 
work and of^ce of Evang'elists, that is, they preached Christ unto 
them which as yet heard not of the doctrine of faith, and pub- 
lished earnestly the doctrine of the holy gospel. These men 
having planted the faith in sundry new and strange places. 
ordained there other pastors, committing unto them the tillage 
of the new ground, and the oversight of such as were lately 
converted unto the faith, passing themselves unto other people 
and countries, being holpen thereunto by the grace of CfoD 
which wrought with them; for as yet by the power of the Holy 
Ghost they^vrought miraculously, so that an innumerable mul- 
titude of men e?ibraced the religion of the Almighty God at 
the first hearing, with prompt and willing minds. Insomuch 
that it is impossible to rehearse by name, when and who were 
pastors and Evangelists in the first succession after the Apos- 
tles in the Churclies scattered throughout the world ; it shsdl 
seem sufiicient only to commit to writing and memory, the 
names of such sis are recorded unto us by tradition from the 
Apostles themselves, as of Tpnatius in the epistles before alleged 
and of Clemens^ mentionea in the epistle which for undoubted 
he wrote unto the Corinthians, in the person of the Roman 
Church," &c.' 

On this extract several remarks may be made. — 1, Eusebius 
here describes what took place long before his own time, and 
what therefore he knew but imperfectly.'^ — 2, Evangelists, he 
says, did the stationary work of "building" the churches, as 
well as the migratory one of " founding" them ; which shows 
that the definition of that title, in regard to the question whether 
it necessarily implied missionary functions, is' not to be certainly 
made out from the fathers any more than from Scripture : for 
what difference is there between a stationary Evangelist and a 
settled minister ? — 3, The Evangelists spoken of by Eusebius are 
said to have " obtained the first s^ep [rank] of apostolical suc- 
cession," i, e. were made Bishops, in the sense of that word in 
the days of Eusebius, and ever since ; which shows that it is a 
mistake to quote his account of Evangelists in favour of parity ; 
those alluded to by him were Evangel ist-hishops. — 4, Those 
Evangelists who are named by hinr in this extract^ were aU pro- 
per Bishops. Quadratus was Bishop of Athens. Ignatius was 
Bishop of Antioch. Clement was Bishop of Rome. All which 
is recorded in this same work of Eusebius.' — 5, Lest it be 
thought that his expression, " the greater part of the disciples 
then living" became Evangelists, makes it absurd to suppose 
them all Bishops, let it be remarked that he speaks of the rich 

i Eusebius Eeclea, Hist Lib. III. ch. xxxiii. being ch. xixvii after the Greek. 
Jc Sec the end of Lib. VIL and the banning of Lib. VIIL 
lib. III. ch. xix. xxxi. xxxii. Lib. IV. ch. xxil 
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only among the disciples, since of none but these would he pro 
bably have recorded that they " distributed their su1)stance to 
ttie poor." Yet even with this restricted interpretation, and 
much more when unrestricted, this expression of Euscbius is 
magniloquent and oratorical, and not Hi to be the basis of any 
argument concerning the number of the early Evangelists. — 
6, Ecclesiastical historians sometimes speak of a person's ordain* 
mg, who did not perform the rite himself, but had it done by 
anothet ; as the historian Socrates says of the emperor Constan- 
tino, " when he had builded churches among them, he hastened 
to consecrate them a Bishop, and to ordain the holy company 
of clergymen.""" If it be thus said that Constantine consecrated 
and ordained, though he only employed Bishops to do so, it is 
competent for us to infer, that the same must be meant, if Euse- 
bius be understood to say, that Evangelists, not of the highest 
ministerial rank, ordained ; they only caused persons to be or- 
dained by ministers of that rank. The fair construction, how- 
ever, of his language, is — that the Evangelists he speaks of were 
themselves of that highest order. — 7, Eusebius was a thorough 
Episcopalian, in the sense of the word " Bishop." in that and the 
present day : he speaks of ordaining by Apostles and Bishops," 
and is full of the '^ successions" of various lines of Bishops down 
from the Apostles.* If, then, he was consistent with his own 
opinioas, he cannot mean that Evangelists of inferior rank or- 
dained, but must be so interpreted as not to violate his own prin- 
ciples. If, however, he be inconsistent with himself, when he 
comes to speak of Evangelists, his authority on that subject is, 
of course, nugatory. But, we repeat, he is not inconsistent with 
himself, if construed candidly, i. e. according to his own princi- 
ples of episcopacy, in regard to those Evangelists of whom, in 
the passage above quoted, he writes. They were Bishv^ps. 

The other persons named by Eusebius, in his history, as Evan 
gelists, excepting of course the four writers of the gospels, are, 
we believe, only two. One, named Thaddeus, was sent by the 
Apostle Thomas into Edessa, where he performed miracles, 
preached, and ordained : but he is himself called an " Apostle" 
many times in this work ;p which decides that he also was in 
the highest order of the ministry. The name of the other was 
Panttenus, who was at first a teacher of divinity at Alexandria, 
n Egypt. The following is recorded of him : " He is said to 

m SociATies Eeeleg. IRat, Lib. I. ch. xiv. being chap, xriii. ftfter th« Greek 
The same transaction is mentioned in EuscBias' Lift of Constantine, Lib. 111. ch. 
{vi. "tlieir city, (Helit^lis,) which was blinded wiUi sopcrstitioii, was beeoma 
Jie Church of God, and filled with Priests and Deacons, uai they had a Bishop to 
gorern thern." 

n EusEB. ITft. Lib. VI ch. viL xliL Lib. II. ch. L Lib. III. ch. xx. Lib. IV. eh. 
xiv. 

. o IHeU Lib. III. ch. iv— xi— xix— xxxii. Lib. IV. ch. r— xix. liib. V. ch. xu LiL 
VL ch. ix. Ub. VIL ch. xxxi Lib. VIII. ch. i. <fte. <ftc 

p Lib. IL ch. i. lib. I. ch. xiv. ; see partktUarly what there ibUowa an epiidt 
faid tc have been written by oar SaTioor. 
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hare showed such a willing mind towards the publishing of tli« 
doctrine of Christ, that he became a preacher of the Gospel 
nnio the eastern Genliles, and was sent as far as India. For 
there were, I say, there were then many ErangeiistSy prepared 
for this purpose, to promote and to plant the' heavenly word 
with podiy zeal, aflir the cruise^ of the Apostles, Of these 
I^antaenus, being one, is said to have come mto India."' On this 
extract, which we believe completes the evidence on the subject 
before us, contained in Eusebius, these two remarks suggest 
themselves. I. It is not said that tliis Evangelist, Pantsenus, or- 
dained ; he- may, like tlie emperor Constantine, hare procured 
ordination by others for the clergy set over the churches he 
founded. 2. Taking for granted even that he did ordaim we 
read that he " plant^ the heavenly word after the g^tise of tlte 
Apofitles,^^ conforming to their model or standard ; of course his 
ordinations were after the apostolical example, which has been 
fully shown in the above essay, and was certainly believed by 
Eusebius, to have been according to the episcopal scheme. Such 
ordinations he could not have performed without being a proper 
Bishop himself. 

We tliink then that parity gains nothing by going to Eusebius 
for an account of the office and powers of Evangelists. On the 
contrary, the gain, such as it is, is on the side of episcopacy. 

After what has now been said, no impartial person will, we 
think, contend that Eusebius meant to say that all Evangelists 
(of all grades) had the power of ordaining. If, however, such 
a proposition be maintained concerning this father, we neutralize 
the evidence thus claimed^ by counter-evidence of the same kind, 
that of an ancient but uninspired author, who, in conformity 
with Scjripture, asserts that Uiere were among the Evangelists 
persons who had no right to ordain. We quote from Ham* 
MONO :• — " For, as the office of E\^angelist, being to preach to 
luibelievers, requires not the donatior of all the episcopal powers, 
vtz. of ruling, nor the power of ordination necessarily, because 
when the Evangelist hath planted tlie faith, the Apostle himself 
may come and confirm, and ordain Bishops, as we see in Sama- 
ria, Acts viii. 17. (and therefore the author of the ComweniaHeB 
on the Epistles mider St Ambrose's name, saith on this place, 
Quamvis non sint sacerdotes^ evang-elizare tamen possunt sine 
cathedra, qtwwadmodum Stephanits ct PhUippus, though they 
be not priests, [that is, Bishops,] yet they may evangelize with- 
out a chair :) so the donation of that superior power doth not 
yet make them cease to be Evangelists," Stephen and Phil»p, 
both Deacons, and having no right to ordain, or to occupy the 
episcopal " cliair," are yet^ we see, reckoned Evangelists by lliis 
writer. Stephen, who we know died a Deacon, is called by him 
an Evangelist. And Philip, who when called in Scripture ay 

q mi/niuaros, conformity ton model, example, or standard ; cc^y; cloae imitatinft 
r LiUV. ch. i * ' " - - ^ - 



. ix. being ch. z. in the Greek. 
■ On Ephe<i. tr 11 : note b. 
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Evangelist, is also denominated " one of the seven'' Oeacotu^ i« 
teid by this writer to have been, equally with Stephen, " withoiii 
a chair** of sacerdotal office. This then is uninspircni proof, to 
be added to that of revelation, that Evangelists had not, 'iciei) 
as such, the right to ordain. And taking into view the whole ol 
this sort of proof, the definition which we quoted above froiL an 
eminent Presbyterian divine, will, we think, be allowed to be iu 
this lespect, too unqualified. 

This appeal to the fathers has been made only to meet CHU 
opponents on their own ground, in their attempt to define from 
those writings a word, the meaning of which cannot be cleaily 
made out from Scripture. We have shown that what the falhp.»t 
add towards its elucidation, is entirely in our favour. 

Returning to Scripture, we conclude with yet another an s we I 
to the assertion of parity — that the superior powers of TinioUi^ , 
being founded on his being an " Evangelist," were to be exei « 
cised only during the early and unsettled state of the Chiircli a 
Ephesus. And here we shall take the case according to parity '9 
own showing. Most Presbyterian controvertists (as Sso, inieej 
many other writers) suppose Timothy to have been placed al 
Ephesus so early as at the sudden departure of Paul for Mace- 
donia after the riot there.* His duty, as an Evangelist, was (say 
anti-episcopalians) to settle the affairs of the then new Church in 
that place. If so, be it remembered, he soon performed one part 
of what (they say) was required of him as such an extraordina- 
ry officer ; he soon ordained Elders in that city or region which 
(they say) was before destitute of them ; for its Elders are ad- 
dressed by Paul in less than a year after his flight from Eplie- 
sus.« These Elders, be it next remarked, are there declared 
(they say) to have power to "rule" the flock and their own 
body, besides that of ordaining. If so, the government of that 
Church was fully organized : and thus was fulfilled the othei 
part of the function of Timothy, as a special and extraordinary 
officer. Of course that extraordinary officer, the Evangelist, 
was no longer required ; the Ephesian Church had obtained a 
body of Elders, competent, if any such body is, and at least said 
by parity toJ?e competent, to ordain and " rule." Nay, Paul, it 
is alleged, had charged these Elders to " rule the Cliuroh 01 
God." It surely was time for Timothy, if* a mere Evangelist, 
to " pass on to other countries and nations." 

Now, how does this obvious cessation of their need of the sup- 
p-)sed extraordinary oflicer, agree with the undeniable fact that 
the second epistle was written to him almost seven years after 
the supposed date of his being placed in Ephesus, and more 
than six years after the interview of Paul witli its Elders — this 
same Timothy still exercising his ecclesiastical powers in that 
city ? In the second epistle, and that only — eleven years after 
the first preaching of Paul in Ephesus,^ more than nine years 

t Acta xix. 23, &c. ; xjc 1. 1 Tim. L 3 u Acts xx. 17. v AcU xviil 1> 
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after the establishment of a Christian body there didtmet from 
the Jews,'' nearly seven years after the supposed commission to 
Timothy to settle their affairs, and more than «ix years aftei 
Paul addressed their Elders — in that late second epistle, and thai 
only, K Timothy called an "Evangelist," and desired to "do the 
work" of such a functionary. That is (says parity) Timothy 
was Btill required for thepurpose of ordaining,* although there 
had so long been Elders there competent to ordain ! Timothy 
(sa}« parity) was still required for the governing of that body 
of ciergy, although that body had had, for so considerable a 
period, an intiinsic ecclesiastical power to " rule" its own mem 
bers! 

Is it not obvious then, that the two hypotheses of parity, thai 
eonceming the right of mere Presbyters to ordain and govern, 
and tliat concerning the rights of Evangelists, are inconsistent 
with each other? Tlie Evangelist Timothy (they are forced to 
say) held restrained till at least the year 66, the power to " rule," 
which Paul had charged the Elders to exercise in the year 60 ! 
Or else, they must say that the Evangelist Timothy svf planted, 
hi the year 66, the rights of the Elders who had been planted in 
Ephesus by the same EvangeUst Timothy, in the year 59 or 60! 
May we not asic, when did he, or any other apostolical man, 
plant those rights again ? Does not the scriptural evidence on 
these points leave the supposed rights of Presbyters either with 
held or taken from them, without a hint that the restriction oi 
deprivation was afterwards removed ? And may we not justly 
declare, that such incongruities in the best theory of our oppo- 
nents — for they certainly have none better, or as good— are. 
something very like an absolute disproof of parity, and, of 
course, a strong indirect proof of Episcopacy 1 

w Acts xix. 9. 

z III the second epistle to Timothy, as well as in the first, allusion is made tft Ul 
ordaining power ; see 2 Tim. ii. 2 : and in anotlicr plare, after ur^inff him to "4s 
ttie work of an Evangelist,^ the Apostle adds, " make full proof [iulfU all tlie pvrtlj 
«f Uiy mhustry," wbkh of eourse included ordainiug. 2 Tim. iv. 6. 
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NOTE A— PAOB 12, 

Rrfinrto Pottre on Church Government, p. 175. Amer, edit aad to Hm 
ProUotarU Episcopalian, "So, 3, p. 94. 

ViAsuufl, a non-epiflcopal writer, aays of Clemens Ronmiraii mentiotied 
in Phil. iv. 3. that after the death of Linus and Cletus, who were Pishops 
of Rome before him, " Clemens solus Episcopi nomen retinuit quia jam 
tnvcUuerat disHnctio Episfcopi e< Prefffty^erv— Clement aUme retained ths 
name of Bishop, becaase there had now grown into use the distinction be- 
tween Bishop and Presbyter.'* Our quotation is taken from the answer o# 
Charles I. to the divines who ai^ued with him in the Isle of Wight, p. 1 1 
and it shows that a learned non-episcopalian allowed the use of the titl« 
Bishop, as having been surrendered by a portion of those clergy who had 
formerly enjoyed it, and made superior to that of Presbyter, to have been 
eommon in thie age just aAer the apostolic, and before the death of St. John;* 
and this is equivalent to the assertion of Episcopalians^ that that title was 
veiy eariy taken from the second order of the ministry, and appropriated \t» 
the higfauit, which had previously been called Apostles. 

NOTE B— PAGE 24. 

Our argument allows the word ** feed" to be chaiiged to " rule }" but thk 
is mere concession. The venerable translators have given the true meanii^ 
of voi^aiyw as adapted to the passage : the context us^^Hv deciding the choic* 
between the several meanings of a word. In Matt ii. & the word ** govern 
or," and in Rev. ii. 27. xiL 5. and xix. 15, the phrase " rod [sceptre] ofiron," 
point to the ndinsf power of a shepherd. But m the present passage " dock" 
IS the proper defimng word in'the context ; and " feed" is its con^tive. U 
it be alleged that *' overseers" b the defimng word, we answer, that, as « 
literal shepherd is never called in Scripture an ** overseer" tmvKswot, the d^^ 
fining function belongs more appropriately to the word ** flock," as required 
by the congruity of figurative language: we fiirthcr answer, that the mean- 
ing of ''overseers,"^ allowing it to be the defining word for wt^mtvm, 
eomes short of the idea of proper " rulinc^' or supreme government, and 
agrees bettsr with that of *» feeding" or tending a flock. 1^ word " tend" 
would be a sound translation. — IM, those who contend for the word " rule^ 
in this place, consider what effect it might have on our controversy with 
Rome to allow the same word in John xxi. 16, where Jesus says to Peter 
"feed [rule] mv sheep." If m;^aiyw may be translated "rule" without au- 
tliority from the cortext, it may be so rendered in the latter passage. If, 
bowever, this arbitrary mode of translation be disallowed, rule cannot be 
what Paul meant ui addressing the Elders of Ephesus. 

Campbell translates John xxL 16. **tend my sheep," and has an excellent 
note. Bez \ has pasce ** feetl," both there and (pascendam) in Acts xx SMl 
Ca lvin and £1basmu8 give jmsce ** feed** in the former, but use the strong 

*Clement8QCceedcdatBishopofRome,A.D. 91; St JohndiddA.P. lOa Sea 
Calmxt's Dictionary 

4 
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word regendam '* govern,'* in Inc latter; which was either a great oversiglxt 
or a great inconsistency. 

Ol^erve es|)ecially this further consideration. When the Romanists urge 
that, in their sense, Peter was to "rule" Christ's sheep, we answer, that 
this notion is fully disproved by other Scriptures ; as, Paul's withstanding 
Peter to tlie face, and James' presiding in a council held at Jerusalem, though 
Peter was present. (Gal. ii. 11. Acts x v. 13, 19.) And when the advo- 
cates of parity assert, that, in //letV sense, the Elders "ruled" at Ephesus, we 
give them an answer precisely analogous ; other Scriptures contradict that 
notion, as is especially seen in bolth the epistles to Timothy, as also in those 
to Titus and the "angels" of the seven Churches. The word "feed" there- 
lure (or " tctnd") is clearljj the projwr one in both passages ; neither the Pop« 
nor Presbyters have a right to the rule which taey respectively claim. 

NOTE C— PAGE 27. 

la the epistles to the "angels" of the Churches in Smyrna and Thyatira, 
(Rev. ii.) there is a change from the singular to the plural number. This 
we Episcopalians sav, marks a transition of the address, from the angel or 
Bishop, to his Church generally ; but parity often alleges that these examples 
of the plural number show the entire epistles to have hecn intended for each 
whole Church; and thus, it is supposeil, the idea is refuted that these* seven 
epistles were meant for the angels or Bishops, distinctively and individually. 
But the same change in the nwdo of address occurs in the e\a&\\e of Ignatius 
to Polycarp^ Bishop of the same Church at Smyrna ; as will be seen by a 
reference to Archbishop Wake's IVanslcUionqf the Apostolical I^atherSf p 
22H, American edit. ; or Dr. Cookers Essay^ p. xxiii.* In the first four para^ 
graphs, Ignatius addresses Polycarj) personally and exclusively. la the fii\h 
he sends a message^ through Polycarp, to the " sisters" and the "brethren.** 
But in the sixth he bursts forth directly to the Church of Smyrna, the flock 
at large — " Hearken unto the Bishop, that God also may hearken unto you. 
My soul be security for them that submit to their Bishop, with their Presby- 
ters and Deacons. And may my portion be together with theirs in God. 

Labour with one another, contend together, run together l^et none of 

you be found a deserter. Be long-suffering therefore toward each other 

in meekness, as God is towards you." The paragraphs following are ad- 
dressed to Polycarp, like the first four. Now, no one doubts that this epistle 
was directed to one individual, Polycarp, and that the greater part of ii related 
to him personally, or in the sacred office which he held ; those even who deny 
its authenticity must allow that it is fabricated on this princij)le : yet the wh(»le 
of the people are, in the very body of the epistle, addressed directly by Igna- 
tius.^ Such an episode then is no violence to the main current of such a 
writing ; it was not, in that age, deemed absurd or incongruous. An a<ldress 
to the flock does not vitiate the address to their Bishop m which it occurs. 
This answers the only real objection to the episcopal construction of the 
epistles to the seven "angels." 

It may be here added, that, in the second epistle of St. John, the address 
is twice changed from the plural number to the singular ; part of it being 
addressed to the "elect lady" particularly, and part to her and her children 
lointly. 

The inscription and the conclusion of the epistle to Philemon are ad- 
dres.sed to several persons and a Church ; the body of the epistle is addressed 
to Philemon, and intended for Iiim exclusively. 

In Philip, iv. 2, 3. are direct addresses to individuals, occurring within the 
body of an epistle to a whole Chuich. 

♦ See page 401, second edition. 
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NOTE D— PAGE 28. 

Episcopaaj Permanent, 

Scriptural proof having been given for episcopacy, down to llie latest dats 
of the mspired canon, and it having been also shown that no other miaifitry 
IS set forth in the New-1'estaraent, all is done that was proposed in the be- 
ginning of this essay. It will not, however, be improper to add a lew more 
remarks concerning its permanent obligation. Some allege that, though aa 
the only scriptural model it was binding in the first a^es, it does not follow 
that it continues binding through the whole Christian dispensation. To 
this allegation we thus reply : — 1. It resembles that of the denomination of 
Friends concerning the sacraments, that their outward si^ns were intended 
for only the early Christians, not for our later periods. There is no stronger 
intimation, we believe, that visible sacraments were to be perpetual, than 
that the ministry established by the Apostles was to be so : the expression, 
concerning the Lord's Supper, " ye dd diow the Lord's death till he come^^* 
being no stronger than the charge to Timothy (and every succeeding mini»> 
ter of his rank) to " keep the commandment" or trust commiltetf to him 
**till the appearing" of our Lord Jesus Christ." (I Cor. xi. 26. I Tim. 
vi. 14.) The answer to this error concerning the sacraments is or includes 
an answer to the supposition before us, that episcopac^r, though having 
inspired autliority at first, was yet of only transient obligation. This answer 
to the mistaken opinion concernmg the sacraments we need not here detail, as 
those we now address unite with us in deeming it sufficient— 2. If it be allow- 
ed, of any two ministries now existing, that the one is based on Scripture, and 
the ether not, no sound mind, we tliink, will deny tliat the former is obligatory 
to the exclusion of the latter. — 3. When our Saviour, after finally commis 
sioning his Apostles, added " lo, I am with you alway, even to the end of the 
world," (Matt, xxviii. 20.^ he meant that He would always be with the 
apostolic ministry. This is affirmed by sound Presbyterians, as well as by 
ourselves. And the declaration proves that that ministry was to exercise its 
Lord's authority in the Church to the end of the world. That ministry, the 
apostolic or scriptural one, we have demonstrated, and is allowed by the |ier- 
sons with whom we now argue, to have been episcopal. Can it then be ima- 
gined by those who are thus for with us, that any ministry subsequently esta- 
blished has the Saviour's authority 1 If not, then the position cannot be evaded, 
that episcopacy is permanently binding, " even lo the end of thewdrW." — 
4. The epistles to Timothy are said by parity to be intended for all mliiisterf 
in all ages. Episcopalians say that, besides being addressed to him as the 
chief minister ^i F.phesus, they were intended for the direxition of all other 
chief ministers, by us called Bishops ; and this, we presume, is allowed by 
those for whom this note is written. We now make the more explicit state- 
ment, that these epistles are for the direction of Bishops in all ages, l'hi« 
assertbn is proved by the injunction, before quoted, to fulfil their trust " till 
the appearing of Jesus Christ ;" and particularly by there being passages in 
them which speak of" the latter times" and "the last days.'^ (1 Tim. iv. 
2 Tim. iii.) These periods, as distinguished by the evils that were to attend 
them, did not, we think, begin during the life of Timothy ; for what the 
Apostle writes concerning them is in the future tense, " in the last days; 
perilous times shall comCj" «fer. And it has been well remarked, that, though 
the vices there mentioned have always existed in the world, their being 
spoken of as characteristic of the latter days implies, that besides bein<y coni- 
moB, tliey would be openly avowed and defended ; which cannot lie said 
of the primitive Church. But begin " the last days" and their mischiefs 
when tbey might, they have not ended yet ; neither, of course, is the obU 
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Ration respecting them, inii)osed on Bishops hy these epistles, endexl ; nor is 
the consequent obligation of Christians ended, to support bishops in these 
their duties, t. e. to conform to episcopacy ; non-conformity being opposition, 
either active or passive. And thus episcopacy had and has authority through 
all these periods ; its authority is permanent, down to the present age of tno 
world. One direction, grounded on latter-day defections, is particularly wot- 
thy of notice ; " from such turn [thou] away," or as otherwise translated, 
•* such turn [thou] away." (2 Tim. ilL 5. See M'Knight) In the former 
lenae, the passage recognises an auikaritative discountenance or rejection ol 
false teachers, or of false flocks with their teachers, to be exercised by an 
individual church officer '* in the last days." In the latter sense, it recog- 
nizes, more explicitly, the power of excommunicating such persons, as 
residing in such an incGvidual officer, in these periods. In either sense, epis- 
copa.'^y is recx>gnized, as existing and having authority ** in the last days"'- 
in other words, as a perinanent mstitution, and of permanent <>bligation. 

NOTE E— PAGE aa 

The Plea of Necattnty, 

It IS due to our discussion, to add a few remarks on the quesUon — ^whether 
nef^-^ily will justify a departure from the apostolical or scriptural ministry, 
or the ipstituting of a new ministry where that cannot be obtained l On this 
subject, the iirKt pmnt to be determined is, what is * necessity* 1 — * Absolute 
necessity' to assume the functions of the ministry never can exist ; salvatioii 
b not indissolubly connected with the offices cf a pastor ; the sacranic^t-s ars 
not absohitely, but only " generally necessary to salvation," those who cannoi 
olitain them not being required tonartake of them. — Difficulties long insupera- 
ble, preventing the attainment of an important object, form the next 8i)edet 
of < necessity/ and that which is usually referred to in this ai^umeut And 
here several questions arise— are the difficulties insuperable — ^have they been 
long insuperable — is the inject so important as to justify deviation from an 
institution allowed to be divine ? There should be no reasonable doubt on 
•ither of these points. 

In our opinion, the last of the above questions can never be justly answered 
in the affirmative; no pfea can be strong enough to release us from divine 
appointments. What Goo has instituted for his Church he will preserve in 
his Church, and diffiise though it, till the institution be abrogated by him, oi 
is about to be so. This spears to us so clear a dictate of fiiith, so funda- 
mental a religious truth, that we will not argue for it ; it is an axiom, at al 
least an undeniable postulate. And it ought to settle the whole matter. Bui 
we shall carry the discussion through. 

As then to the other two questions — we doubt whether the difficulty of ob 
taining an apostolic ministnr, has ever been insuperable lor any greater perioi 
than might naturally and niiriy be allowed for the purpose — and we deny 
that the difficulties^ be th^ what^hey might, have ever been long" insupera 
ble. And thus &r, having used only the phrase apostolical or scriptural 
ministry, we suppose that Parity agrees with us. 

We now lemind our readers that we have, in onr essay, proved the apos* 
lolical ministry to be episcopacy. And, to come at once to the ^reat casf!^ 
we think it doubtful whether Luther and his associates, and Calvm and his 
iMNcociatcs, were prevented from obtaining episcopacy by difficulties strictly 
insuperable. It is well known to those acquainted with ecclesiastical his- 
lory, that Novatian, a schismatic Bisho}^ induced three obscure Bishops to 
consecrate him :* and. among the multitude of pa|)al Bishops^ coukl not 

* MiLKSB, Vol. L p. 351. and Eossbius. Book & 
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those Itefonners have found three, elevated or obscure, to give them the «uo- 
oeaeirn, or else to join with theni, and preside over their purified Church 1 
and thi3, without resorting to the culpable methods ascribed to Novatian 1 
if this was not clciirly impracticable, our present argument has all that it 
asks Again : it is known to the readers of church iiistory, that Frumen- 
tiiis, after collecting together a few Christians in India (perhaps Abyssinia,) 
and converting some of the natives, applied to Athanasius, Bishop of Alexan- 
dria in Egypt, for a Bishop to govern them, and ordain pastors for them •♦ 
and could net the Reformers alluded to, failing with Romish Bishops, have 
gone or sent, to the Greek, or other Eastern churches, for the episcopal suc- 
cession 1 did they ever make the experiment 1 Yet a^ain : it is recorde<], 
that the Bohemian Church obtainerl episcopacy from the Waldenses :t and 
could not the Reformers above mentioned have obtained it from either 
the Waldenses or the Bohemian fraternity'? did they attempt to do so, 
although these Christian communities were as much opposed to the Pope 
as themselves \ In fine : Did either of those Reformers use any efibrts 
w^hatpver for this purpose 1 if not, how can the diiliculty be called insupera- 
ble 1 or how can it be made the basis of the plea of necessity ? Now, be it 
recollected, we question not the motives of these eminent servants of Guo ; 
we believe them to have been pure ; but, on that point, they and we stand 
or fell only to our common master; motives have nothing to do with the 
claims of truth. All that we assert is, that be the difficulties what they might 
in procuring episcopacy, it is doubtful whether they were insuperable ; and 
that if they were not insuperable, the case of * necessity * did not «xist. We 
may indeeil carry this part of our argument yea fiirther, and ask, whether 
dny difficulty of magnitude can be wleged— if we may draw, from the fol- 
lowing quotations from Milner, the conclusion, that Bishops so friendly to 
• Luther would have consecrated him 1 " . . . . John Thurzo, Bishop of Bres- 
law in Silesb. This good prelate was descended from a noble fiimily in 
Hungary, and is said to have been the very first papal Bishop who, in his dio- 

cese^ was favourable to the revival of pure Christianity Luther, on the 

occasion of his decease, says in a letter to a fnend, ' in this fisdth died John 
Thurzoj Bishop of Breslaw, of all the Bishops of this a^e the very best.* " 
•* The pious Thurzo died in August, 1520 ; but the reformation does not 
appear to have materially suffered firom tlus loss. His successor, James 
of Saltza, tnide in his steps. This Bishop appointed .... John Hesse .' . . . 
a dear friend of Luther, to preach the gospel in the church of SU M. Magdilen 
at Breslaw. Hesse not only explainedand enforced the great truths of Chris- 
tianity from the pulpit, but for eight days together, in a public disputation, 
defended the same, and exposed the pa{)al dogmas concerning the mass and 
the celibacy of flie cler^"t — to the joy of Luther, and the vexation of the 
Pope. Bishops thus fnendly to Luther and his cause, fknd thus appointing 
to a conspicuous station one of his dear and zealous firiends— could they not 
have been prevailed on to consecrate him 1 They were, of course, under the 
nsual promises of fidelity to the Romish Church ; but these could have been 
lio stronger in their particular cases, no more binding, than those of all the 
first Reformers, whether Bis*hops or Presbyters; who all !ield such « ^ligations 
to be dissolved, when they came to [)erceive that the vital corrui)tions inflexibly 
maintaintMl by that Charch required their separation from it We tlierefore 
■I'ggest the douot, wh-^ther there was ani/ difficulty of magrdtude in tiie way 
of Luther's obtaining episcopacy for his Church. 



♦ SocBATEs, B. \. c. xix. and Milner, Vol. 11. p. 110. 

t Coinmpniiis, quoted in Bowdeks Letters, Vol. II. p. 79. Vol. III. 33?, 34J 

7o\. I. p. 223. II. p. 163, 2d ed.] 

t MiLNBl, Vol V p. 269, 260 ,^ 
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The above considerations render almost unnecessary a notice of our lemain 
mg propusition — that insuperable difficulties did not long exist. We pro- 
ceed nowever to the proof, IiUther separated from the Church of Rome in 
1520 ; the protest on which the name Protestant was founded, was made in 
1529; the Confession of Augsburgh dates 1530.* Now, to say nothing oi 
tlie possibiUty of getting the episcopal succession in England under Henry 
VIII, who died in 1547, or under Edward VI, tlie Church in Sweden was 
fully reformed in 1527, and that in Denmark in 1539 ;t both were reformed 
under Lutheran influence ; and both retained episcopacy. Will then an^ 
considerate person deny, that, had efforts been made, the succession might 
have been obtained from Sweden not " long" after Luther abjured the papal 
authority, and before the period when the name Protestant and the Augs- 
burgh .Corifession gave the finish to the Lutheran Church 1 Or, if that Church 
had obtained episcopacy ten years afterwards, when Denmark could have 
given it to them, would thai have been Traiting " long" for a divine institu- 
tion 7 Where then is the evidence on which the plea of 'necessity' 10 
grounded ! — Let the reader be reminded, that we are not discussing, in this 
note, the claims of the muiistry which those great reformers established ; that 
is *lone in oiu* essay. Neither are we arguing here with those who deny 
episcopacy to be a scriptural institution ; they have no occasion for the plea 
of • necessity.' Neither do we now touch the question, whether this point of 
external order is of unportance ; on that subject, our essay has, we presume, 
said enough ; and those who plead ' necessity' allow, by so doing, the im- 
portance of the rule departed from on that account. The present note is 
intended for those who grant the apostolic origin of episcopacy, and its obli- 
gation, except in the one case of ' necessity,* reasonably denned. And to 
these we say, that there is no evidence that such ' necessity,* concerning the 
point before us, has ever existed. 

On the subject o£* supposed necessity' (supposed by the persons originally 
concerned) it is impossible to argue, because the case cannot be defined ; 
one person calling that * necessity' which another denies to be so. When 
the difficulty appears great, those who yield to it are, we doubt not, excused 
by a merciful God ; and they ought to be fully and readily excused by men. 
But this mild judgment of persons does not establish either the correctness 
of their opinions^ or the validity of their acts. 

Least of all, can the 'supposed necessity' which may formerly have led to 
a deviation from divine institutions, be a sound plea for persevering in that 
deviation after the ' supposed necessity' has ceased. It has now been shown, 
we think, that there never was any real * necessity' for dispensing with epis- 
copacy. But, allowing for former periods all that is ever claimed on that 
score, there has been no difficulty at all in procuring a protestant episcopate^ 
or else in finding one to conform to and unite with, since the Scotch Bi^ops 
consecrated Bishop Seabury, the first on our American list. 

NOTE F— PAGE 29. 

The great petitio prtncimi of our opponents is, that the whole apostolic 
function, as distinguished from that of Presbyters, was transient For this 
supposition, there is neither proof nor hint in Scripture. Inspiration was 
transient; but in no other respect c^n the apostleship be shown tojhove 
lost Its original completeness. TLnothy, Andronicus, and Junia, are^led 
Apostles ; but there is no evidence that they were inspired ; and though 
Bilvanus, also denominated ai\ Apostle, was a " prophet" (Acts xv. 32.) it 

♦ MosusiM, Vol IV. p. 60, 71, 89. t Jbid., VoL V. p. 79, 82. 
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Win be allowed, we presume, that this does not implj that he po mcBocd the 
higher inspiration of the more eminent apostolic fraternity. 

Of the sophism hero censured, there are n)anY lesser exemplifications in 
the arj^ument of Parity, as may be seen in the following statement. 

Parity never can prove, but always takes Jbr gi anted one or more of the 
following points — 1. that because the name " Bishop" is applied, in Strripture, 
to the second order of the ministry, there is no higher order there mentioned 
— 2. tliat the transaction in Acts xiii. was the ordination of Barnabas and 
Saul — 3. that the word " presbytery" means, not an office, but a body oi 
Elders, and — 4. of Elders strictly, without an Apostle, or — 5. if an Apostle 
was with them, that ho had no more ordaining power than the]^ — G. that 
evangelists had, as such, supreme power over new churches and their clergy — 
7. that no individuals but the proper Apostles had such authority over 
churches and their clergy after their affairs were settled — 8. that the epistlea 
to Timothy were meant for all the clergy in Ephesus — 9. that Timothy had 
supreme authority in Ephesus only as an evangelist, not as an Apostle, or as 
such a successor of the Apostles as was afterwsmls called a Bishop — 10. that 
Titus was an evangelist — 11. that each of the seven Churches of Asia con- 
sisted of but one congregatioi: — 12. fhat the "angels" were but pastors o( 
single congregation «« — 13. that they were but moderators of bodies of Presby- 
tery &c. &C. So of these points are always taken for granted^ in the 
anti-episcopal argi ^t intended to rest on the basis of Scripture. We deny 
them all, and aver that Scripture furnishes no evidence, less or greater, 
ihrect or indirect, towards substantiating them. 

NOTE Cf— PAGE 29. 

On the objection — that monarchy^ aa much as episcopacy^ is set forth in 
Scripture, 

It has been alleged, that as clear authority is found in Scripture for mo- 
narchical government and its perpetuity, as for episcopacy and its peri)etuity, 

"submit yourselves to the king as supreme," (1 Pet. ii. 13.) U-ing 

as strong a precept as " submit yourselves to them that watch for your souls," 
which we have applied to the episcopal ministry set forth in the New Tes- 
tament. This allegation, however, is easily refuted. — 1. Where it is said 
that the king or Roman emperor was supreme, it is also declared that this 
was the ordinance of man; and it is l)ecause it was "the ordinance of man" 
that submission to the emperor was enjoined. The office was " the creation 
(icTiast) of man." Of course, man may change that office for another, and 
thus substitute a republican for a royal or imperial government. But the 
Christian ministry is the appoii mient or creation of God ; so, at least, parity 
believes as well as we ; and with parity is our controversy, not with the 
feeble claim of lay orders, or the creation of ministers by mere human au- 
thority. To suppose the ordiRance of man, because recognized and enjoined 
in Scripture, to be as perpetually binding as the ordinance of God, there 
recognized and enjoinecl, and not retracted, is, we think, absurd. — 2. Should 
tt Ixj further objected that " the powers that be" are declared to be "ordained 
of God ;" (Rom. xiii. 1.) we answer, that nothing is here mentioned of kings 
but only of "the higher powers," and that, unlike some of the provincml 
people, the Romans, to whom that language wis aildressed, abhorred the 
title of king;* which circumstances shew, indeiwndently of other considera 
tions, that it is not to be taken for granted that mere monarchical " jkiwcts" 
were meant in this passage. But betsides this : It could not have been nreoiU 

• Uii Poolers Synopsis on 1 Pet il 13. and M'Kniqht on da 
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that the then existing Roman authorities were ordained of God fi>r perpetuity^ 
for bi>th prophecy (Dan. vii. 26. 2 Thess. ii 7.) and history attest the con- 
trary ; which propnecy b scriptural proof against that interpretion. Neither 
were the then existing " powers" beyond the Roman empire ordained to be 
per[ietual. They were all, therefore, onJained of Gop in only this lower 
•ense — to sei^ve the purpose of civil government while they should respect 
ively last. In our opinon, " the powers that be" means * the established civil au- 
thorities that at any time exist ;' submission to these is made binding on Chi It- 
tians by the Christian law ; just revolutions, as incidental to every ordinance 
or creation of man, being exceptions to this rule. The object of such pass* 
a^ is, we think, to consecrate the social principle which leads to civil ma- 
gistracy, and affix the seal of the divine Author of Christianity to the maxim, 
that men are not individually sovereign, but either Jotn//y so, or else subject 
to some other common sovereignty ; and that maxim, thus divinely ratified, 
decides that men must submit to the lawful public authority untler which 
they live. But this has no bearing on the case of the ministry, which wa4 
not only created and ordained of Goo, but concerning the abolition or change 
of wliich no prophecy or hint is uttered, which all history attests to have been 
perpetuated m the episcopal form, and which, if it ever fail, must be a^n 
appointed by God, and ** ordabied" anew, not by men, but " for men ;" smce 
its business is "in things pertaining to God," since the ministry of recon- 
ciliation is " given" by God, and by him " committed to" men, or " put in** 
men, and since it is an embsissy from Christ. (Heb. v. I. 2 Cor. v. 18, 19, 
20. j SvAih an office must either be perpetuated or be lost : it cannot be 
renewed or changed, Kke the civil offices which are the creation of man. It 
is clear then from Scripture, that civil government, though of perpetual 

general obligation, is not so in any one of its kinds ; while ecclesiastical po- 
ty is permanently binding in the form set forth in the New I'estament 
3. It has been said, that the appointment of a king for Israel by the Deity, 18 
an intimation of the divine will in favour of royal government, and that 
therefore that form of civil magistracy must be as binding as episcopacy. We 
reply, that if each, an intimation of the divine will existed, it would unque»* 
tionably be binding on Christians. But this is not the feet On the con- 
trary, by the prophet Hosea, (xiii. 2.) God declares " I gave thee a king in 
mine anger J^ And the history of the affairs which led to the appointment 
of Saul Fhows, that it was human perverseness and ambition which insisted 
on haang a king, while the Deity opposed it, and even "protested" against 
it ( 1 Sam. viii. 5-— 20. See also the margin' of verse 9.) This fact neu- 
tralizes, not only the inference in fevour of royal government drawn from 
that case, but all other allegations of the kind pretending scriptural authority- 
Thb &ct shows, indisputably, that God permits men to choose for them- 
selves a form of civil government Not till the Israelites had freely and 
even irreligiously declared for a monarchy, did the Almighty select the indi^ 
vidual who should be their king. In forming, however, the government of 
the Christian Churchy manwa*) not even consuItecT; the ministry was ajj- 
pointed by Christ; its appointment was placed on record by the Holt 
Spirit ; horn that record we gather that its model was episcopacy : and this 
we think a sufficient intimation of the will of God that all Christians should 
sonform to that model. The case of monarclucal government is in no respect 
analogous with this. -4. Parity contradicts its own principles in raising 
Dbjcctions to our argument from the precepts contained in Scripture to obey 
kings. Sound Presbyterians, as well as sound Episcopalians, believe tlui 
the ecclesiastical system delineated in Scripture is of permanent obligation. 
We both insist on ordination by succession from the Apostles. If this 
succession is broken, ordination becomes neither episcopal nor pr^yterian, 
bul^ as we both afiinu. of mere lay or human authority. Now, if Parity thus 
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difaw ]p6rpetiiity because h is said to be iaand in Scripdne, yet rcjeels tiM 
perpetuity of kingly government, also found there, why should Episcopalians 
be censured for &mg the very same in behalf of their system? The same 
arguments which Parity uses in regard to this point, Episcopalians may abo 
use. If ite friends are satisfied that " the king, as supreme," was a tran- 
sient appointment, so are we. If they aie satisfied, on the other hand, that 
the scriptuial model of ecclesiastical |)olit^ is no/ a transient ap^intment, so 
again are we. The only questitm remaining is — tchai is the model of the 
ministry contained in Scripture I is it presbytery, or is it episcofiacy ? 
And this is the question which has been discussed, and we hope to purpose^ 
in the foregoii^ essay. 

NOTE H— PAGE 31. 

That the dutKS of an Evangelist, as snob, were of an itinerant missionary 
kind, is, so far as the scriptural evidence is concerned, merely taken fir 
granted. This point is indeed of small moment in our controveisy. But, 
as all errors have a tendency to dispose the mind to further perversions^ w« 
think the following oon»borations of the position, that 4t is not to be pie- 
samed that an Evangelist was necessarily a missionary,* ma^ be useful 

An okl commentator, strongly anti-episcopal, speaks decidedly against the 
missionary functions of evangelists, and gives, in this respect, a just view of 
their duties, as deduced from Scripture only. " These were followers [fecta- 
tores^ imitators] of the Apostles, and they sometimes abode [aHbsittebant] in 
~a particular church, teachmg and defending the Apostles* doctrine. Hence 
[the Scripture] often takes them for the [ipso] minister of the word, (the pal- 
ter, we presume, of some such particular church,) as in 2 Tim. iv. * do the 
work of an evangelist,' that is, diligently and watchfully teacfi. Suchalsd 
was Philip in Acts xxi.'* See Aretius on Ephes. iv. 11. It is obvious that 
this writer considered " evangelists" as rathei settled than migratory teach- 
ers, and as being often proper pastors. Another reference will show this 
more fully. ** Do the work of an evangelist, that is, faithfully teaching. I 
suppose an evangelist to mean one who was principally employed in preach- 
ing the gospel, yet was not an Apostle. For these (Apostles) with the highest 
authority of tlic Holy Spirit, travelled hither and thither for the purpose 
of instituting and reforming [instaurandi et re/ormandi] churches, wherever 
a place was ojiened. But Evangelists, without [citrOf on this side, short of,] 
the ofHce of apostlcship, preached to them (these churches) with the au- 
thority of the next; [offiix> ;] sometimes they presided over particular churches 
as Bishops (presbyter-bishops.) Such was Timothy, both an Evangelist and 
a Cishop." See Aretius on 2 Tim. iv. 5. Our author assigns travelling 
or missionary duty to the Apostles ; he regards them as the founders and 
settlers of church^; but the mnctions of Evangelists he represents as chiefly 
of a preaching and pastoral kind.— We have made these quotations in aid of 
our assertion, that tne missionSiry character of Evangelists ought Qot to be 
taken for granted. The author is wrong however in saying that no Evan- 
gelists were Apostles, since Timothy was both. He is also wnmg in calling 
Timothy a presbyter-bishop. Our essay has settled these points. 

Charles I., in his controversy, in the Isle of Wight, with the Presbjrterian 
Divines, very soundly remarks— (p. 6.) " setting aside men's conjectures, you 
cannot make it appear by any text of Scripture^ that the office of an Evangelist 
IS such as you have described it. The work of an Evangelist which St. Paul 
exhorteth Timothy to do, seems by the context (2 Tim. iv. 5.) to be nothing 
out dili^nce in preaching the word, notwithstanding all impediments anu 
oppositions." To this the Presbyterian Divines only allege the various 
VMorded tiaveb of Timothy and Titus. But these travels were^conunon to 
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ihem and the Apostles ; and as much prove them to have hdd this latttif 
oliice, as that of Evangelists. 

MiLNER (VoL I. p. bC), 59) thinks that Philip, the Evangelist, resided in 
Cf sarea twenty or thirty years, from the time lie reached there after bajv 
tizing the Ethiopian, (Acts viiu 40.,) till Paul lodged at his house, as men- 
cionrd in Acts xxi. 8. 

In fine : There is no scriptural proof that Evangelists, as such, were migra- 
tory or itinerant ; i:ay, that sort of i>roof favours the opposite opinion, that 
they did not travel merely in the mlfilment of their evangelizing function. 
And we therefore assert, that, so far as appears from the inspired record, 
Timothy might have " done the work of an Evangelist," without being in 
any sense a missionary Bishop, but exclusively a diocesan. We say this, 
only because it is due to truth and accuracy, not because our argument 
requires it. That Timothy was a profier Bishop we have proved in the 
essay ; and it is of no consequence whether he exercised that office as a 
missionary, or a diocesan, or both. It is expedient, probably in the highest 
degree, that every Bishop, whatever extra duties he may perform as a mis- 
sionary, be a diocesan or coadjutor ; but thisis not essential. In the first found 
ing of Christianity, the apostolical or episcopal labours of almost every indi 
vidudl in the office were necessarily dlflused widely. Yet the docile student 
of Scripture will not fail to remark, that it leaves Timothy in Ephesus, and 
the seven " angels" connected with their respective Churches ; to wfJci 
the case of James is to be added, in the Church of Jerusalem. (Ac*.s xv. 
l3, 19 : xxi. 18.) Thus much may be securely claimed, in addition ta th« 
revealed argument for episcopacy m itself, in favour of diocesan arrange- 
ments. 

Uoverdale translates 2 Tunothy iv. 5, "do the work of a preacher of ths 
Gk^pel." 
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In the es^ay entitled, " Episcopacy Testei" by Scripture," it 
was noticed that Timothy is called an " apostle" in that sacred 
volume. Almost no use, however, was made of that fact in the 
main argument of the essay, as it was believed to be new matter, 
and indeed was not discovered by the author till his piece was 
written. It was chiefly adduced to show the fallacy of ascrib- 
ing Timothy's superior power to his being an evangelist, when 
he had supreme power as an apostle. The grounds on which it 
was asserted that Timothy has this title in Scripture, were briefly 
given in a note : — 

* See 1 Thess. ii. 6, compared with 1 Thess. i. 1. Paul, Silva- 
nus (or Silas,) and Timothy, are all included as " apostles." In 
verse 18, Paul speaks of himself individually, not probably before. 
It is not unusual, indeed, for St. Paul to use the plural number of 
himself only; but the words "apos^Zc^" and "our own sotUs,^^ 
(verse 8,) being inapplicable to the singular use of the plural 
number, show that the three whose names are at the head of 
this epistle are here spoken of jointly. And thus Silas and Timo- 
thy are, with Paul, recognised in this passage of Scripture as 
" apostles." ' 

The passage thus referring to Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy, 
is — " we might have been burdensome, as the apostles of Christ ; 

but we were willing to have imparted unto you 

our own soulsJ*^ The words " apostles" and " souls" are obvi- 
ously plural in the plural sense, and show that Paul was not 
speaking of himself alone, but of all the three who joined in the 
epistle. 

A writer in the Connecticut Observer (February 14th) denies 
the application of this language to the three individuals men- 
tioned, and asserts that these plural words have the singular 
sense, and are meant of Paul only. His remarks are as follows :— 

" The proof adduced is a comparison of 1 Thess. ii. 6, with 
the same, i. 1. The writer says,*' Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy, 
are all included as apostles.' Paul unites Silvanus, or Silas, and 
Timothy, in the salutation with himself, 1 Thess. i. 1 ; and in 
the next chapter, verse 6, he says, * f^Ve might have been burden- 
some to you as apostles of Christ.' The question is, did Paul 
mean to include the others with himself in this passage? The 
writer in the Protestant Episcopalian affirms that he did. We 
say he did not — at least, it cannot be proved that he did. The use 
of the plural * we* does not prove it. For Paul often uses * we* 
when he intends only himself^ and in letters too in which others^ 
are joined with hiim in the salutation. To mention no other, we 
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have an instance in this very chapter, verse 18. Compare, also, 
1 Thess. ill. 1, with the same, verse 6. Neither do the plural 
expressions, ' apostles' and ' our own souls'* prove it. We have 
instances of similar modes of expression in other parts of his 
writings, when he himself only is intended. For example of 
the first, ^ apostles,^ compare 2 Cor. i. 24, with the same, i. 23, 
where ^helpers* is used to denote the singular, as ^we^ is to 
denote the same. For parallel example to ^ 07ir own souls,^ as 
denoting the singular, vide 2 Cor. vii. 3, compared with verse 7, 
where ' in our hearts^ refers to Paul solely." 

On this extract several observations may be made in reply. 

The note from " Episcopacy," &c., allows that St. Paul often 
uses the plural for the singular in speaking of himself. So far 
we all agree. 

The reference to 2 Cor. i. 23, 24, will not help the cause of 
parity ; it only shows a transition from the singular to the plural 
in the plural sense, which is very usual where the writer alludes 
to both himself and others bearing any similar relation to the 

Piersons addressed ; " to spare you /came not as yet 

not that we have dominion over your faith, but are helpers of 
your joy." 1. Surely common sense will suggest that if more 
"helpers" than Paul can be found, that expression would be 
sounder than if applied to him alone. Hence it would be com- 
petent to say, without express proof, that by " we" he here 
means apostles or ministers in general. 2. We find, however, 
only five verses before, the persons specially alluded to as 
"we;" they are "Paul, Silvanus, and Timotheus," (verse 19.) 
These, then, are the "helpers" of the passage; and thus that 
word is proved by the context to have, not a singular, but a 
plural ixieaning. 3. McKnight gives a general plural sense ; not 
that " we apostles" lord it over you, but are joint workers of 
your joy. 4. Doddridge gives another general plural sense, 
" but we, even I, and all the faithful ministers of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, are joint helpers of your joy." Instead, therefore, ol 
weakening the argument that Timothy was an apostle, the 
Observer has rather strengthened it, by pointing to an additional 
case of Paul's using the plural number without giving it the 
oieaning of the singular. 

The appeal to 2 Cor. vii. 3, is not more fortunate ; the word 
" hearts" has there unquestionably its natural plural signification, 
including other " hearts" beside that of Paul, " for I have said 
before, that ye are in oiir hearts.^' 1. Common sense. «s before 
urged, requires us to give plural meanings to such pliiral words, 
if it can be done consistently, which is the case here, making 
" our hearts" to allude to ministers generally. 2. St. Paul, in 
this passage, refers to a previous expression used by him, " I 
have said before." This reference carries us* to verses 11, 12, 
of the sixth chapter, "O ye Corinthians, our mouth is open 

* See Jsargiiii McKnight, Poole's Synop., l^oole's Annot 
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unto you, our heart is enlarged." Well, the Observer may say, the 
" hearts" plural of the one passage, must mean the "heart" sin- 
gular of the other, and both refer to PauPs affection only. No, 
we reply, " our heart" is a general or collective phrase, (see Rom. 
XV. 6,) equivalent to " our hearts;" and thus others than Paul 
are included. What, then, shall decide between these opposite 
assertions 7 the context. From the words "our heart," (vi. 11,) 
back to the beginning of the chapter continuously (except one 
verse in a parenthesis,) Paul is speaking of the " ministry." To 
that body he alludes every time the first person plural is used 
throughout the passage. Most certainly, then, " our moutli and 
our heart" relate not to St. Paul alone, but to " the ministry" 
spoken of, with a special reference to those of that sacred order 
connected with the Corinthians, or perhaps to himself and Tim- 
othy, who address this epistle to them. Now, what this passage 
means, the otJier quoted by the Observer means, since Paul refers 
from the latter to the former. Of course the words "our hearts" 
httve a plural signification, applying not to Paul alone, but in con- 
junction with others. And thus falls the Observer's remaining 
objection to the scriptural proof of the apostleship of Timothy. 

In the Connecticut Observer of September 17th, there is the 
following passage respecting the apostleship of Timothy ; it is 
comprised in a reply to a writer in the Episcopal Watchman, 
imder the signature of Ignatius. 

" Ignatius insists upon it that Timothy was an apostle in the 
same sense in which Paul was an apostle. This argument is so 
wrought into the texture of some modern treatises on Episco- 
pacy, that it deserves a passing remark. The claim has been 
but lately made by Episcopalians, and rests solely on 1 Thess. 
i. 1, compared with chapter ii.6. In our remarks on the reviewer^ 
of the * Tribute to the Memory of the Pilffrims,^ a few months 
ago, we introduced the opinion of a biblical critic second to 
none in this country, that the use of the plural * apostles' in ^ 
1 Thess. ii. 6, and of * our oxon souls^^ verse 8, does not prove ' 
that Timothy was an apostle. Moreover, according to the author 
of * Episcopacy tested by Scripture,' who first, so far as we 
Know, urged these passages in proof of the apostleship of Timo- ^ 
thy, this epistle was written ten years, at least, before Paul 
admonished Timothy, * Let no man despise thy youth? If he 
had been at least ten years an apostle, he was admitted to that 
ofllce very young, probably at about the age of twenty. And 
how shall we account for it that when Paul joins Timothy wjth 
himself in salutation to churches, he calls himself an ' apostle,^ 
and Timothy only a ^ brother V — vide 2 Cor. i. 1; Col. i. ly 
Philemon verse 1. He speaks of Timothy just as he does of 
Sosthenes, who, we believe, was never supposed to be an apos- 
tle; vide 1 Cor. i. 1.^ At this very time, too, when it is now , 
claimed that Paul calls Timothy an apostle, according to Atclji- 
bishop Potter, Timothy was attending on Paul as a deacon.". ' ' 
5 
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On this passage the following remarks suggest themselves — 

The fact that Timothy was an apostle, may, perhaps, be said 
to be " wrought into the texture of the treatise" entitled " Epis- 
copacy Tested by Scripture," but it is not "wrought into ihe 
texture" of the main argument therein contained. All that 
relates to that fact might be struck from the "treatise" without 
essential injury. Still it is a fact, and is therefore adduced with 
perfect propriety in its bearings on the controversy between our 
cause and that of parity. 

This is the second time the Connecticut Observer has " wrought 
into the texture" of its columns the opinion of " a biblical critic, 
«econd to none in the country," that Timothy was not an apos- 
tle. Is this reasoning? Who can answer a name? Let the 
critic's arguments be given, and it may be seen whether they 
are sound. If the remarks in the Observer of February 14, 
were the arguments of this eminent critic, they were answered 
in the Protestant Episcopalian for. March, which answer has 
never, so far as known, been replied to. And if what is now 
added, in the above extract, be also his, may it not be feared 
that his fund of reasoning on this subject is running low ? At 
all events, these additional observations, whether his or not, are 
peculiarly weak, as will now be shown. 

First amon^ these new objections to the apostleship of Timo 
thy, at the time 1 Thessalonians was written, is the remark, 
that he must have been made an apostle very young. The answer 
IS easy, being nothing more than the objection itself — heira« an 
apostle at a very early age. I>oes this fact prove or dispitive 
any thing? Certainly not. Timothy, we know, was very early 
pious and versed in the Scriptures ; whether this was one of 
St. Paul's reasons for placing him so soon in the apostleship, 
cannot now be determined, and is of no consequence ; it is 
enough that Scripture calls him an apostle in the year 54, the 
date of the epistles to the Thessalonians, when he may have 
been no more than twenty years old) but was probably twenty- 
two or threa 

Next objection : Why does Paul, in some places, call himself 
an apostle, and Timothjr only a brother? asks the Observer. 
Really it is too late to inquire, but the fact has not the least 
bearing on the point in question. The apostles were brethren 
to each other, the elders were brethen of the apostles, so were 
the deacons, so were the laity. The circumstance, therefore, of 
Paul's calling Timothy a brother, while he calls himself an 
apostle, proves no more that Timothy was not an aposile, than 
it does that he was not a clergyman at a]l, but only a layman. 

Next: Paul's calling Sosthenes a brother, proves just as much 
as his giving Timothy that appellation. 

Lastly : As to Archbishop Potter's opinion, that Timothy was 
but a deacon at the time St. Paul terms him an apostle, in 
1 Thess. ii. 6, it is obviously a mistake, since that passage 
decides against him. The cause of the mistake of this able 
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defender of Episcopacy seems to have been twofold. He over- 
looked the passage referred to, which speaks of Timothy as an 
apostle; and he was misled by the word iiaKovovm»p in Acts 
xix. 22, where it is said that Timothy and Erastus '' ministered' 
unto Paul ; which he supposes to mean '* were Paul's deacons." 
This is but the old error, so often exposed, of arguing from 
names instead of facts. On the next page (105,) the Archbishop 
repeats it ; stating that elders were proper bishops, because they 
are said nna<coray. He might as well have allowed that Paul 
himself was but a deacon, because it is written, " Who then is 
Paul, and who is ApoUos, but ministers itaxovoty by whom ye 
believed? ' But on the fallacy of reasoning from words only 
of this kind, without facts, or against facts, nothing more 
need be added 5 it is fully exposed in " Episcopacy Tested by 
Scripture." . 

May I not, in conclusion, venture to express the hope that the 
evidence for the aposileship of Timothy is strengthened by these 
ineffectual attempts to overthrow it ? 

H. U. O, 
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From the Quarterly Christian Spectator. 

REVIEW. 



Episcopacy Tested by Scripture. By the Right Reverend Henry U 
Onderdonk, D. D.J Assistant Bishop of the Protestant Episcopa 
Church J in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. New- York: pub 
lished by the Protestant Episcopal Tract Society, pp. 46. 

The history of this tract is this. It was first published as an 
essay, in the " Protestant Episcopalian" for November and 
December, 1830. It was then issued in a pamphlet form, without 
the name of the author. It was next requested for publication 
by the " Trustees of the New- York Protestant Episcopal Press;" 
and after being amended by the author, with an addition of 
several nt)tes, it was printed in the form of a tract, and as such 
has had an extensive circulation. 

The tract is one which has strong claims on the attention of 
those who^are not Episcopalians. The name and standing of 
the author will give it extensive publicity. The fact that it 
comes from the " Press" of the Episcopal Church in this coun- 
try ; that it is issued as one of their standing publications, and 
that it will, therefore, be circulated with all the zeal which 
usually characterizes associations organized for defending the 
exclusive views of any religious body; and, most of all, the 
character of the tract itself, and the ground assumed by it, give 
it a title to our attention which can be claimed by hardly any 
single tract of the kind ever published in our country. Our 
views of it may be expressed in one word. It is the best written, 
the most manly, elaborate, judicious, and candid discussion, in the 
form of a tract, which we have seen on this subject. Our Epis- 
copalian friends regard it as unanswerable. They have provided 
amply for its circulation, and rely on its making converts 
wherever it is perused; and, in a tone which cannot be mis- 
understood, they are exulting in the fact, that to this day it has 
been left entirely unnoticed by the opponents of prelacy.* And - 
we wonder, too, that it has not been noticed. There are men 
among us who seem to consider the external defence of the 
Church as intrusted to their peculiar care; who delight to be 
seen with the accoutrements of the ecclesiastical military order, 
patrolling the walls of Zion; who parade with much self- 
complacency, as sentinels, in front of the temple of God ; 
who are quick to detect the movements of external enemies ; 

♦ Has the tract * Episcopacy Tested by Scripture* been answered 1 This, we 
believe, is neither the first time of asking, nor the second, nor the third. 

Protestant Episcopalian, 
r 62 ) 
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and ^vho are admirably adapted to this species of warfare. 
They seem to have little heart for the interior operations of the 
Church, and seldom notice them, except to suggest doubts of 
.Ihe expediency of some new measure proposed, or to promote 
discord and strife by laying down rules for the conduct of those 
who are. laboring in the direct work of saving souls. Much do 
we marvel that these men have suffered this tract to lie so long 
unnoticed. 

We have never regarded the Episcopal controversy with any 
very special interest. Our feelings lead us to dwell on subjects 
more directly connected with the salvation of the soul. We have 
no taste for the species of warfare which is often waged in 
guarding the outposts of religion. Christianity, we have sup- 
posed, is designed to act directly on the hearts of men, and we 
regard it as a matter of very little moment in what particular 
church the spirit is prepared for its eternal rest, provided the 
great object be accomplished of bringing it fairly under the 
influence of the Gospel. 

But we propose, for the reasons already suggested, to examine 
the arguments of this tract. We doit with the highest respect 
for the author ; with a full conviction that he has done ample 
justice to his cause; that he has urged on his side of the ques- 
tion all that can be advanced ; and we enter on the task with 
sincere pleasure at meeting an argument conducted with entire 
candor, without misrepresentation, and with a manifest love of 
truth. Our wish is to reciprocate this candor ; and our highest 
desire is to imitate the chastened spirit, the sober argumentation, 
and the Christian temper evinced in this tract. It is firm in its 
principles, but not illiberal ; decided in its views, but not censo- 
rious ; settled in its aims, but not resorting to sophism or ridi- 
cule, to carry its points. There is, evidently, in the author's 
mind, too clear a conviction of the truth of what he advances to 
justify a resort to the mere art of the logician ; too manifest a 
love of the cause in which he is engaged to expose himself to 
the retort which might arise from lofty declamation, or the 
expression of angry passions toward his opponents. 

One object which we have in view in noticing this tract is, to 
express our gratification that the controversy is at last put 
wtiere it should have been at first, on an appeal to the Bible 
alone. Never have we been more disgusted than at the mode 
in which the Episcopal controversy has usually been conducted. 
By common consent, almost, the writers on both sides have 
turned from the New Testament, where the controversy might 
hatre been brought to a speedy issue, to listen to the decisions 
oi the fathers ; and, as might have been expected, have 

" foupd no end, in wandering mazes lost." 

It was the policy of the friends of prelacy to do so ; and it was- 
the folly of their opponents to suflFer them to choose the field of 
debate, and to weary themselves in an effort to &k the meaning, 
5* 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



54 RBTIEW-^EPISGOPAOT 

to secure the consistency, and obtain llie suffrages of the fathers. 
Full well was it known, we believej by the friends of Episco* 
pacy in other times, that the New Testament could furnish a 
most slender support for their claims. In the times of the 
Papacy it had always been defended by an appeal to the fathers. 
The system had risen sustained, not even professedly^ by the 
authority of the Bible, but by the traditions of the elders. The 
ranks and orders of the Papal priesthood could be defended only 
by the authority of a church which claimed infallibility, and 
which might dispense, therefore, with the New Testament. 
The reformers came forth from the bosom of the Papacy with 
much of this feeling. They approached this subject with high 
reverence for the opinions of past times; with a deference for 
the fathers, nourished by all the forms of their education, by all 
existing institutions, and by the reluctance of the human mind 
to break away from the established customs of ages. On the 
one hand, the advocates of Episcopacy found their proofs in the 
common law of the Church, the institutions which had existed 
"time whereof the memory of man runneth not to the con- 
trary ;" and, on the other hand, the opponents of prelacy were 
equally anxious to show -that they had not departed from the 
customs of the fathers, and that the defence of their institutions 
might be found in times far remote, and in records which 
received the veneration, and commanded the c(m^dence of the 
Christian world. Into this abyss both parties plunged. In this 
immense chaos of opinions and interpretations, into these mov- 
ing, disorganized, jostling elements, where, as in the first chaos, 
light struggled with darkness, and confusion reigned, they threw 
themselves, to endeavor severally to find the support of their 
opinions. " Whatsoever time, or the heedless hand of blind 
chance," says Milton, " hath drawn down from of old to this 
present, in her huge drag-net, whether fish or sea-weed, shells 
or shrubs, unpicked, unchosen, those are the fathers." With 
those who, according to Mosheim,* deemed it not only lawful, 
but commendable to deceive and lie for the sake of truth and 
piety, it would be singular if any point could be settled that 
involved controversy. With men who held to every strange and 
ridiculous opinion ; to every vagary that the human mind can 
conceive ;t it would be strange if both sides in this controversy 
did not find enough that had the appearance of demonstration 
to perplex and embarrass an opponent ad libitum. In examin- 
ing this controversy as it was conducted in former times, we 
have been often amused and edified at the perfect complacency 
with which a passage from one of the fathers is adduced in 
defence of either side* of the question, and the perfect ease with 
which, by a new translation, or by introducing a few words of 
the context, or more frequently by an appeal to some other part 



♦ Murdoch's Mosheim, vol. i. p. 159. 

t See Tillemont'8 Ecclesiaaticai History, patHm. 
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of the same author, not studtons himself of consisietiey, and 
probably having no settled principles, the passage is^ shown to 
mean just the contrary | and then again a new vers'ion, or yet 
another quotatitm, shall give it a new aspect and restore it to 
its former honors,* 'J'hus the fathers became a mere football 
between the contending parties; and thus, in this contro- 
versy, the weary searcher for truth Unds no solid ground. 
Eminently here " he which is Jirst in his cause seemeth just ; 
but his neighbor cometh and searcheth him." Pro v. xviii. 17. 
To this wearisome and. unsatisfactory toil he is doomed who 
will read all the older controversies on Episcopacy. There he, 

" O'er bog, or steeo, throngh itf rait, rough, dense or rare, 
With head, hanasi win^s or feet, pursues his way, 
And swims, or sinks, or wades, or creeps, or flies;." 

Were we to adduce the naost striking instance of the plastic 
nature of this kind of proof, we should refer to the epistles oi 
Ignatius. To our eyes, they seem to he a plain straight forward 
account of the existence of Presbyteriauism in his time. They 
are substantially such a description as a man would give, 
writing in the inflated and exaggerated manner in which the 
orientals wrote, of Presbyterianism as it exists in the United 
States. Yet it is well known that with the utmost pertinacity 
•iiose letters have been adduced as proving the doctrine of Epis- 
copacy. And so confident have been the assertions on the sub- 
ject, that not a few Non-episcopalians have given them up as 
unmanageable, and have stoutly contended, what may be very 
true, that no inconsiderable part of them are forgeries. 

Any man can see what a hopeless lask is before him if he 
endeavors to settle this controversy by the authority of the 
fathers. The waste of lime, and talent, and learning, on this 
subject, is fitted deeply to humble the heart. And even yet the 
passion has not ceased. Even now, men high in office and in 
rank, leave the New Testament and appeal to the fathers. 
Episcopacy is discarded, not principally because the New Testa- 
ment is a stranger to it, but because Jerome was not a prelatist ; 
it is rejected, not because it cannot be made out from the Bible, 
but because it is a matter of debate whether the fathers teach it 
or not. 

From this unprofitable and endless litigation we are glad to 
turn to the true merits of the case. We rejoice sincerely that 
one man can be found who is willing to bring to this subject 
the great principle of the Protestant reformation, that aU 
religious opinions are to be tested by the Scriptures. And we 
especially rejoice to see this principle so decisively advanced by 
a man of the talents and official rank of Dr. Onderdonk ; and 
that it is so prominently avowed, by sending forth from th« 
" Proteatant Episcopal Press" a tract defending this principle. 

* See the Letters of Dr. Miller and Dr. Bowden on Episcopacy, ptutinu 
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It indicates a healthy state of things in the Episcopal Church in 
this country. It will save endless disputes about words, and 
much useless toil in endeavoring to give consistency and sense 
to the fathers. This mode of reasoning, too, will soon decide 
the controversy. Long have we wished to see this matter 
brought to so obvious and so just an issue ; and long have we 
expected that, when this should be the case, the matter would 
be soon decided. Hereafter let it be held up as a great prin- 
ciple, from which, neither in spirit nor in form, we are ever to 
depart, that if the peculiar doctrines of Episcopacy are not found 
in the Scriptures they are to be honestly abandoned, or held, 
as Cranmer held them, as matters of mere expediency. Let this 
truth go forth,nevertobe recalled, and let every man who attempts 
to defend the claims of bishops appeal to the Bible alone. On 
this appeal, with confidence, we rest the issue of this case. 

The great principle on which the argument in this tract is 
conducted is indicated in its title; it is further stated at length in 
the tract itself. Thus, in the opening sentence, " The claim oi 
Episcopacy to be of divine institution, and therefore obligatory 
on the Church, rests fundamentally on the one question — Has it 
the authority of Scripture ? If it has not, it is not necessarily 
binding.'' Again, on the same page, " No argument is worth 
taking into the account, that has not a palpable bearing on the 
clear and naked topic — the scriptural evidence of Episcopacy." 
Having stated this principle, the writer proceeds to remark, that 
"the argument is obstructed with many extraneous and irrele- 
vant difficulties, which, instead of aiding the mind in reaching 
the truth on that great subject, tend only to divert it and 
occupy it with questions not affecting the main issue." The 
first object of the "essay" is then stated to be, "to point out 
some of these extraneous questions and difficulties, and expose 
either their fallacy or their irrelevancy." " The next object will 
be to state the scriptural argument." 

In pursuing this plan, the writer introduces and discusses, as 
one of these extraneous difficulties, the objection that Episco- 
pacy is inimical to a free government. He next notices, as 
" another of these extraneous considerations, the comparative 
standing in piety ^ as evinced by the usual tokens of moral and 
spiritual character, of the members respectively of the Episcopal 
and Non-episcopal churches." A third " suggestion" noticed is, 
J' that the external arrangements of religion are but of inferior 
importance^ and that therefore all scruple concerning the sub- 
ject before us may be dispensed with." p. 5. A fourth, " appa- 
rently formidable, yet extraneous difficulty often raised, is, that 
Episcopal claims unchurch all Non-episcopal denominations.'* 
p. 6. This consequence, the author of the tract says is not by 
him allowed. " But granting it to the fullest extent," it is asked, 
" what bearing has it on the truth of the single proposition that 
Episcopacy is of divine ordinance ?" A fifth among these extra- 
neous points, is " the practice of adducing the authority of 
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individaals, who, although eminent in learning and piety, seem 
at least to have contradicted themselves or these public standards 
on the subject of Episcopacy." p. 7. The last objection noticed, 
as not affecting the ultimate decision of the controversy, is, '^ that 
though the examples recorded in Scripture should be allowed 
to favor Episcopacy, still that regimen is not there explicitly 
commanded." p. 9. 

To most of the observations under these several heads we 
give our hearty assent. And it will be perceived that the con- 
troversy is thus r^uced to very narrow limits; and that, if 
these principles are correct, numberless tomes which have been 
written on both sides of the question are totally useless. We 
ase glad that all this extraneous matter is struck off, and should 
rejoice if every consideration of this kind were hereafter to be 
laid out of view. 

In discussing the second topic proposed, " the scriptural evi- 
dence relating to this controversy," (p. 11,) the first object of 
Dr. Onderdonk is to state the precise point in debate. It is 
then observed that " parity declares that there is but one ordei* 
of men authorized to minister in sacred things, all of this order 
being of equal grade, and having inherently equal spiritual 
rights. Episcopacy declares that the Christian ministry was 
established in three orders^ called ever since the apostolic age, 
bishops, presbyters or elders, and deacons, of which the highest 
only has a right to ordain and confirm, that of general super- 
vision in a diocese, &c." p. II. The main question Is then 
stated, correctly, to be, that " concerning the superiority of 
bishops ;" and the object of the essay is to prove that, according 
to the ^w Testament, such an order existed, and was clothed 
witli such peculiar powers, p. 11. Let it not be forgotten that 
this is the main point in the case, and that if this is not made 
out, so as to be binding on the Church every where^ the claims of 
Episcopacy (all to the ground. 

In endeavoring to establish this point, the author maintains, 
" that the apostles ordained," and denies that elders (presbyters) 
ever did. p. 14. In supporting this position the plan of argu- 
ment is to show, that " the apostles and elders had not equal 
power and rights." p. 14. An attempt is, therefore, made to 
prove that the difference between the two orders is, that the 
former had the power of ordination, the latter not. In pursuing the 
reasoning (p. 16) the writer endeavors to show, that "there is 
no scriptural evidence that mere elders (presbyters) ordained.*' 
Under this branch of the argument, he examines the texts which 
have usually been adduced in favor of Presbyterian ordination. 
Having shown, as he supposes, that these passages do not prove 
that they did thus ordain, Dr. O. next proceeds to the last branch 
of the subject, viz., that *' this distinction between elders and a 
grade superior to them, in regard especially to the power of ordain- 
ing, was so persevered in, as to indicate that it was a permanent 
irrangement, and not designed to be but temporary." p. 23. 
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This is the outline of the argument. It manifestly embraces 
the essential points of the case. And if these positions cannot 
be maintained, Episcopacy has no binding obligation on 'men, 
and such a claim should be at once abandoned. This argumeiH 
we propose, with great respect, but with entire freedom, to 
examine. And we expect to show that the point is not made 
out, that the New Testament has designated a superior rank of 
church officers, intrusted with the sole power of ordination, and 
general superintendence of the Church. 

In entering on this discussion, we shall first endeavor to ascer- 
tain the real point of the controversy, and to show that the 
scripture authorities appealed to, do not establish the point main- 
tained by Episcopalians. In pursuance of this, we remark, that 
the burden of proof lies wholly on the friends of Episcopacy. 
They set up a claim — a claim which they affirm to be binding 
on all the churches of every age. It is a claim which is specific, 
and which must be made out, or their whole pretensions fall. 
In what predicament it may leave other churches is not the 
question. It would not prove Episcopacy to be of divine origin, 
could its friends show that Presbyterianism is unfounded in 
the Scriptures ; or that Congregationalism has no claims to 
support; or that Independency is unauthorized; or even that 
lay-ordination is destitute of direct support. The question after 
all might be, whether it was the design of the Apostles to estab- 
lish any particular form of church government, any more than 
to establish a fixed mode of civil administration ? This question 
we do not intend to examine now, neither do we design to 
express any opinion on it. We say only, that it is a question on 
which much may be said, and which should not be considered 
as settled in this controversy. The specific point to be made 
out is, that there is scriptural authority for that which is claimed 
for the bishops. And we may remark further, that this is not a 
claim which can be defended by any doubtful passages of Scrip- 
ture, or by any very circuitous mode of argumentation. As it is 
expected to affect the whole organization of the Church; to 
constitute, in fact, the peculiarity of its organization ; and to 
determine, to a great extent at least, the validity of all its ordi- 
nances, and its ministry ; we have a right to demand that the 
proof should not be of a doubtful character, or of a nature which 
is not easily apprehended by the ordinary readers of the New 
Testament. 

We repeat now, as of essential importance in this controversy, 
that the burden of proof lies on the friends of Episcopacy. It is 
theirs to make out this specific claim. To decide whether they 
can do so, is the object of this inquiry. 

The first question then, is. What is the claim ; or, what is the 
essential point which is to be made out in the defence of Epis- 
copacy ? This claim is stated in the following words: (p. 11 :) 
" Episcopacy declares, that the Christian ministry was estab- 
lished in three orders, called, ever since the apostolic age, bishops 
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presbyters or elders, [if so, why do they now call the second 
order priests?'] and deacons, of which the highest only has the 
right to ordain and confirm, that of the chief administration in a 
diocese, and that of the chief administration of spiritual disci- 
pline, besides enjoying all the powers of the other grades." The 
main question, as thus stated, relates to the authority of bishops, 
and the writer adds, " If we cannot authenticate the claims of 
the Episcopal office, (the office of bishops,) we will surrender 
those of our deacons, and let all power be confined to the one 
office of presbyters." The same view of the main point of the 
controversy is given by Hooker, in his Ecclesiastical Polity, 
b. vii. § 2. 

It will be seen that several claims are here set up in behalf of 
bishops. One is, the right of ordination : a second, that of con- 
firmation ; a third, that of general supervision ; a fourth, that of 
the general administration of discipline. These are separate 
points to be made out, and a distinct argument might be entered 
into to show that neither of them is founded on the authority of 
the Scriptures. To enter on this discussion would require more 
time and space than we can now spare. Nor is it necessary, 
for we presume the Episcopalian would be willing to stake the 
whole cause on his being able to make out the authority of o/'rft- 
nation to lie solely in the bishop. For, obviously, if that cannot 
be made out, all the other pretensions are good for nothing ; and, 
as the writer of this tract limits his inquiries to this single point, 
we shall confine our remarks to this also. 

The question then is. Has a bishop the sole power of ordain- 
ing ? Is setting apart to a sacred office, — to the office of preach- 
ing and administering the sacraments, confined in the New Test- 
ament exclusively to this order of ministers? The Episcopalian 
claims that it is. We deny it, and ask him for the explicit proof 
of a point so simple as this, and one which we have a right to 
expect he will make out, with very great clearness, from the 
sacred Scriptures. 

The first proof adduced by the author is, that the apostles had 
the sole power of ordaining. This is a highly important point 
in the discussion, or rather, the very hinge of the controversy. We 
cannot, therefore, but express our surprise, that a writer who 
can see the value and bearing of an argument so clearly as 
*Dr. Onderdonk, should not have thought himself called upon to 
devote more than two pages to its direct defence ; and that, with- 
out adducing any explicit passages of the New Testament. The 
argument stated in these two pages, or these parts of three pages, 
(14, 15, 16,) rests on the assumption that the apostles ordained, 
"That the apostles ordained, all agree." Now, if this means 
any thing to the purpose, it means that they ordained as apos- 
tles; or that they were set apart to the apostolic office for the 
purpose of ordaining. But this we shall take the liberty to deny, 
and to prove to be an unfounded claim. Having made this 
assumption, the writer adds, that a distinction is observed in the 
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New Testament between " the apostles and elders," the " apos^ 
(les, and elders, and brethren." He next attempts to show, that 
this distinction was not made because they " were appointed by 
Cbrist personally," nor because " they had seen our Lord after 
his resurrection ;" nor "because of this power of working mira- 
cles ;" and then the writer adds, " It follows, therefore, or will 
not at lecLst be questioned^^^ — a qualification which, by the way, 
seems to look as if the writer had himself no great confidence iu 
the consecutiveness of the demonstration, " that the apostles 
were distinguished from the elders, because they were superior 
to them in ministerial power and rights." p. 15. This is the 
argument, and this is the whole of it. On the making out of this 
point depends the stupendous fabric of Episcopacy. Here is 
the corner-stone on which rests the claims of bishops; this the 
position on which the imposing and mighty superstructure has 
been reared. Our readers will join with us in our amazement, 
that this point has not been made out with a clearer deduction of 
arguments, than such as were fitted to lead to the ambiguous 
conclusion, " it follows, therefore, or — ." 

Now, the only way of ascertaining whethet this claim be well 
founded, is to appeal at once to the New Testament. The ques- 
tion, then, which we propose to settle now, is. Whether the 
Apostles were chosen for the distinctive and peculiar work of 
ordaining to sacred offices ? This the Episcopalian affirms. 
This we take the liberty of calling in question. 

The Evangelists have given three separate and full accoimts^ 
of the appointment of tlie Apostles. One is recorded by Matthew 
ch. X. ; another by Mark, iii. 12, &c. ; the third by Luke, ch. vi. 
They were selected from the other disciples, and set apart to 
their wark with great soliBmnity. Luke vi. The act was per- 
formed in the presence of a great multitude, and after the 
Saviour had passed the night in prayer to God. Luke vi. 12. 
The instructions given to them on the occasion occupy, in one 
part of the record, (Matt.) the entire chapter of forty- two verses. 
The directions are given with very great particularity, embrac- 
ing a great variety of topics, evidently intended to guide them 
in all their ministry, and to furnish them with ample instruc- 
tion as to the nature of their office. They refer to times which 
should follow the death of the Lord Jesus, and were designed 
to Include the whole of their peculiar work. Matt. x. 17-23. • 

Now, on the supposition of the Episcopalian, that the pecuH* 
arity of their work was to ordain^ or that " they were distin^ 
guished from the elders because they were avperior to them in 
ministerial powers and rights," (p. 15,) we cannot but regard it 
as unaccountable that we find not one word of this here. There 
is not the slightest allusion to any such distinguishing ^' power 
and rights." There is nothing which can be tortured into any 
such claim. This is the more remarkable, as on another occa- 
sion he sent forth seventy disciples at one time, (Lukex. 1-16/ 
usually regarded by Episcopalians as the foundation of ttitt 
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iecond order of their ministers : (see " The Scholar Armed :") 
and there is not the slightest intimation ^iven that they were to 
be inferior to the apostles in the power of ordaining or super- 
intending the churches. We do not know what explanation the 
Episcopalian will give of this remarkable omission in the instruc- 
tions of the primitive bishops. 

This omission is not the less remarkable in the instructions 
which the Lord Jesos gave to these same Apostles, after his 
resurrection from the dead. At that time we should assuredly 
have expected an intimation of the existence of some such peculiar 
power. But not the slightest hint occurs of any such exclusive 
authority and superintendence. Matthew, (xxviii. 18-20,^ Mark 
(xvi. 15-18,) and Luke (xxiv. 4t-49,) have each recorded these 
parting instruciions. They have told us that he directed them 
to remain in Jerusalem (Luke) until they were endued with 
power from on high, and then to go forth and preach the Gospel 
to every creature ; but not a solitary syllable about any exclusive 
power of ordination ; about their being a peculiar order of 
ministers : about their transmitting the peculiarity of the apos- 
tolic office to others. We should have been glad, to see some 
explanation of this fact. We wish to be apprized of the reason, 
if any exist, why, if the peculiarity of their office consisted in 
" superiority of ministerial powers and rights," neither at their 
election and ordination, nor in the departing charge of the 
Saviour, nor in any intermediate time, we ever hear of it ; that 
even the advocates for the powers of the bishop never pretend 
to adduce a solitary expression that can be construed into a 
reference to any sUch distinction. . 

We proceed now to observe, that there is not any where else 
in the New Testament, a statement that this was the peculiarity 
of their apostolic office. Of this any man may be. satisfied who 
will examine the New Testament. Or he may find the proof in 
a less laborious way, by simply looking at the fact, that neither 
Dr. Onderdonk, nor any of the advocates of Episcopacy, pretend 
to adduce aiiy such declaration. The Apostles often speak of 
themselves; the historian of their doings (Luke) often mentions 
them ; but the place remains yet to be designated, after this con- 
troversy has been carried on by keen-sighted disputants for 
several hundred years, which speaks of any such peculiarity of 
their office. 

This point, then, Mre shall consider as settled, and shall feel at 
liberty to make as much of it as we possibly can in the argu- 
ment. And we might here insist on the strong presumption 
thus furnished, that this settles the case. We should be very 
apt to regard it as decisive in any other case. If two men go 
from a government to a foreign court, and one of them claims 
to be a plenipotentiary, and affirms that the other is a mere 
private secretary, or a consul, we expect that the claimant will 
sustain his pretensions by an appeal to his commission or 
instructions. If he maintams that this isnhe peculiarity of his 
6 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



63 REVIEW — EPISCOPACY 

office, though he may "enjoy all the powers of the other 
grades," (p. 11,) we expect to find this clearly proved in the 
documents which he brings. If he is mentioned by no name 
that designates his office, as the Episcopalian admits the bishop 
is not, (pp. 12, 13,) — if his commission contains no such appoint- 
ment, and if we should learn that specific instructions were 
given to him at his appointment, and again repeated in a solemn 
manner when he left his native shores, — we should at least look 
with strong suspicions on these remarkable claims. "Would not 
any foreign court decide at once* that such pretensions, under 
such circumstances, were utterly unfounded? 

We proceed now to inquire, whether it is possible to ascertain 
the peculiarity of the apostolic office ? for it must be conceded 
that there was something to distinguish the apostles from the 
other ministers of the New Testament. Here, happily, we are 
in no way left in the dark. The Saviour, and the Apostles, and 
sacred writers themselves, have given an account which cannot 
be easily mistaken ; and our amazement is, that the writer of 
this tract has not adverted to it. The first account which we 
fi^dduce is from the lips of the Saviour himself. In those solemn 
moments when he was about to leave the world, — when the work 
of atonement was finished, — and when he gave the Apostles their 
final commission, he indicated the nature of their labors, and 
the peculiarity of their office, in these words : (Luke xxiv. 48 :) 
" And ye are witnesses of these things. And, behold, I send 
the promise of my Father upon you," &c. The object of their 
special appointment, which he here specifies, was, that they 
should be witnesses to all nations. (Comp. v. 47, and Matthew 
xxviii. 18, 19.) The " things" of which they were to bear wit- 
ness, he specifies in the preceding verse. They were his suffer^ 
ings in accordance with the predictions of the prophets : " thus 
it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer ;" and his 
resurrection from the dead: "and to rise from the dead the 
third day." These were the points to bear " witness," to which 
they had been selected ; and these were the points on which they, 
in fact, insisted in their ministry. See the Acts of the Apostles, 
passim. 

We would next remark, this is eocpressly declared to be the 
" peculiarity" of the apostolic office. It was done so at the elec- 
tion of an apostle to fill up the vacated place of Judas. Here, 
if the peculiar design had been to confer " superiority in minis- 
terial rights and powers," we should expect to be favored with 
some account of it. It was the very time when we should 
expect them to give an account of the reason why they filled up 
the vacancy in the college of apostles, and when they actually did 
make sucli a statement. Their words are these : (Acts i. 21, 22 :) 
" Wherefore, of these men which have companied with ns, all 
the time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, begin- 
ning from the baptism of John, unto that same day when he was 
taken up from Us, musi one he ordained to he a witness WITH 
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US of his resurrection,^^ This passage we consider to be abso- 
lutely decisive on the point before us. It shows, first, for what 
purpose they ordained him ; and, second, that they were ordained 
for the same purpose. Why do we hear nothing on this occa- 
sion of their " superiority of ministerial rights and powers ?" 
why nothing of their peculiar prerogative to ordain? why 
nothing of their " general superintendence" of the Church ? 
Plainly, because they had conceived of nothing of this kind, as 
entering into their original commission and peculiar design. 
For this purpose of bearing testimony to the world of the fact 
of the resurrection of the Messiah, they had been originally 
selected. For this they had been prepared, by a long intimate 
acquaintance with the Saviour. They had seen him ; had been 
with him in various scenes, fiited to instruct them more fully in his 
designs and character ; had enjoyed an intimate personal friend- 
ship with him, (1 John i. 1,) and were thus qualified to go forth 
as " witnesses" of what they had seen and heard ; to confirm 
the great doctrine that the Messiah had come, had died, and had 
risen, according to the predictions of the prophets. We just add 
here, that these truths were of sufficient importance to demand 
the appointment of twelve honest men to give them confirma- 
tion. It has been shown, over and over again, that there was 
consummate wisdom in the appointment of witnesses enough 
to satisfy any reasonable mind, and yet not so many as to give 
it the appearance of tumult or popular excitement. The truth 
of the whole scheme of Christianity rested on making out the 
fact, that the Lord Jesos had risen from the dead ; and the 
lmportance.of that religion to the welfare of mankind, demanded 
that this should be substantiated to the conviction of the world. 
Hence the anxiety of the eleven to complete the number of the 
original witnesses selected by the Saviour, and that the person 
chosen should have the same acquaintance with the facts that 
they had themselves. 

It is worthy, also, of remark, that in the account which the 
historian gives of their labors, this is the main idea which is 
presented. Acts ii. 32. " This Jesus hath Goo raised up, where- 
of we are witnesses ^^^ v. 32, "And we are witnesses of these 
things;" x. 39-41, "And we are witnesses of all things which 
he did, both in the land of the Jews and in Jerusalem, whom 
Uiey slew and hanged on a tree. Him God raised up the 
third day, and showed him openly; not to aU the people, but 
unto witnesses chosen before of God, even unto us," &c. In 
this place we meet with another explicit declaration, that this 
was the object of their original appointment. They were 
" chosen" for this, and set apart in the holy presence of God 
to this work. Why do we not hear any thing of " their supe- 
riority in ministerial rights and powers?" Why not an inti- 
mation of the power of confirming, and of general superin- 
tendence? We repeat that it is not possible to answer these 
questions, except on the supposition that they did not regard 
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any such powers as at all entering into the peculiarity of their 
commission. 

Having disposed of all that is said in the New Testament, so 
far as we know, of the original design of the appointment to the 
apostolic office, we proceed to another and somewhat independ- 
ent source of evidence. The original number of the apostles 
was twelve. The design of their selection we have seen. For 
important purposes, however, it pleased God to add to their 
number one, who had not been a personal attendant on the 
ministry of the Saviour^ and who was called to the apostleship 
four years after the crucifixion and resurrection of Christ. Now 
this is a case, evidently, which must throw vei'y important light 
on our inquiries. It is independent of the others. And, as he 
was not a personal observer of the life and death of Jescs ; as 
he was not an original " witness" in the case, we may expect in 
the record o( his appointment, a full account of his " superiority 
in ministerial rights and powers." If such superiority entered 
into the peculiarity of the apostolic office, this was the very case 
where we expect to find it. His conversion was eubseqvent to 
the resurrection. He was to be employed extensively in found- 
ing and organizing churches. He was to have intrusted to him 
almost the entire Pagan world. Comp. Rom. xv. 16. His very 
business was one that seemed to call for some specific account of 
"superiority in ministerial rights," if any such rights were 
involved in the apostolic office. How natural to expect a state- 
ment of such rights ; and an account of the " general superin- 
tendence" intrusted to him, as an apostle ! Let us look, there^ 
fore, and see how the case stands. We have three distinct 
accounts of his conversion and appointment to the apostleship^ 
in each of which the desi/pt of his appointment is stated. Acts 
xxii. 14, 15. In his discourse before the Jews he repeats the 
charge given to him by Ananias, at Damascus : " The God of 
our fathers hath chosen thee, &c. For thou shalt be his witness 
unto all men of what tkoa hast 9^en and heard.^^ Again (Acts 
Xxvi. 16,) in his speech before Agrippa, Paul repeats the words 
addressed to him by the Lord Jesos in his original commission : 
" I have appeared unto thee for this purpose^ to make thee a 
minister hmiphnv and a witness of those things," &c. Again, 
fActs xxiii. 11,) in the account which is given of his past and 
future work, it is said : " As thou hast testified of me in Jerusa- 
lem, so must thou bear witness also at Rome." 

This is the account wliich is given of the call of Saiil^ Tar- 
sus to the apostolic office. But where is there a single syllable 
of any "superiority in ministerial powers and rights," as consti- 
tuting the peculiarity of his office ? We respectftilly ask the 
writer of this tract, and all other advocates of Episcopacy, 
to point to us % " light or shadow" of any such Episcopal 
investment. We think their argument demands it. And if there 
is no such account, neither in the original choice of the twelve, 
nor in the appointment of Matthias, nor in the selection of the 
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Apostle to the Gentiles ; we take the liberty to insist with firm- 
ness on a satisfactory exolanation of the causes which operated 
to produce the omission of the very gest of their oifice accord* 
ing to Episcopacy. We insist on being told of some reasons, 
prudential or otherwise, which made it proper to pass over the 
very vitality of the original commission. 

But we have not done with the apostle Paul. H? is too 
important a " witness*' for us, as well as for the purpose for 
wtiich he was appointed, to be dismissed without further atten- 
tion. It has been remarked already, that he was not a personal 
follower of Jesos of Nazareth, and was not present at his death 
and ascension. It may be asked, then, how could he be a wit< 
ness, in the sense and for the purposes already described? 
Let us see how this was provided for. We transcribe the 
account from his own statement of the address made to him by 
Ananias. Acts xxii. 14. " The Goo of our fathers hath chosen 
thee, that thou shouldst know his will, and see thai Just One, 
and shouldst hear the words of his mouth." That he fuid thus 
seen him, it is not necessary to prove. See 1 Cor. xv. 8 ; Acts 
ix. 5, 17. The inference which we here draw is, that he was 
permitted to see the Lord Jesus in an extraordinary manner, 
for tlie express purp<ise of qualifying him to be invested with 
the peculiarity if the apostleship. This inference, sufficiently 
dear from the very statement, we shall now proceed to put 
beyond the possibility of doubt. 

We turn, then, to another account which Paul has given of 
his call to the apostleship, 1 Cor. ix. 1, 2; " Am I not an apos- 
tle ? Am I not free ? Have I not seen Jescs Christ our Lord T' 
We adduce this passage as proof, that to have seen Jesus 
Christ was considered as an indispensable qualification for the 
apostleship. So Paul regarded it in his own case. We adduce 
it also for another purpose, viz., to strengthen our main position, 
that the Apostles were designated to their office specifically as wit- 
nesses to the character and resurrection of Christ. If this was 
not the design, we ask, Why does Paul appeal to the fact that 
lie had seen the Saviour, as proof that he was qualified to be an 
apostle 1 And we further ask, with emphasis. If the Apostles, 
as Bpiscopalians pretend, did, in virtue of their office, possess 
'^superiority in ministerial powers and rights," why did not Paul 
once hint at the fact in this passage ? His express object was to 
vindicate his claim to the apostleship. In doing this, he appeals 
to that which we maintain to have constituted the peculiarity of 
the office, his heing ^ witness" to the Saviour. In this instance 
we have a circumstance of which Paley would make much in 
an argument, if it fell in with the design of the " Horac Paulin ^' 
We claim the privilege of making as much of it upon the ques- 
tion, whether the peculiarity of the apostolic office was " supe- 
riority of ministerial powers and rights." 

We have now examined all the passages of Scripture which 
•(ate the design of the apostleship. And we have shown, if we 
6* 
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mistake not, that the ground of the distinction between the 
" apostles and elders," *' the apostles, and elders, and brethren," 
was not that the former bad superiority of" ministerial powers 
and rights." We might leave the argument here; for if the 
Episcopalians cannot make out this point to entire satisfaction, 
all that is said about successors in the apostolic office, and about 
perpetuating apostleship, must be nugatory and vain. But we 
have an independent topic of remark here ; and one which 
bears on the subject, therefore, with all the force of a cumula* 
tive argument. To the consideration of this, we are led by the 
next position of Dr. Onderdonk. This is stated in the following 
words : that " there was continued, as had begun in the apos- 
tles, an order of ministers superior to the elders." p. 16. This 
he attempts to prove, on the ground " that there is no scriptural 
evidence that mere elders (presbyters) ordained." pp. 16-23. 
And that " the above distinction between elders and a grade 
superior to them, in regard especially to the power of ordaining, 
was so persevered in as to indicate that it was a permanent 
arrangement, and not designed to be but temporaiy. pp. 23-29. 
We shall reverse the order of this argument. 

In the inquiry, then, whether this distinction was contintiedj 
or persevered in, we might insist on what has been already 
shown, as decisive. If the original distinction was what we 
have proved it to be, it could not be persevered in, without (as 
in the case of Paul) a personal direct manifestation of the 
ascended Saviour, to qualify every future incumbent for the 
apostleship, 1 Cor. ix. 1. No modern " bishop," we presume, 
will la^ claim to this. The very supposition that any such 
revelation was necessary, would dethrone every prelate, and' 
prostrate every mitre in Christendom. 

But we have, as before remarked, an independent train of 
arguments on this point. It is evident that the whole burden of 
proof here lies on the Episcopalian. He maintains that sucli an 
original distinction existed, and that it was perpetuated. Both 
these positions we deny. The first we have shown to be un- 
founded, and have thus virtually destroyed the other. We pro- 
ceed, however, to the comparatively needless task of showing 
that Dr. Onderdonk's second position is equally unfounded. His 
evidence we shall examine as we find it scattered throughout the 
tract before us. 

The first argument is, that " some are named apostles in 
Scripture, who were not thus appointed, (i. e« by the Saviour 
himself,) as Matthias, Bamaba^ and probaUy James, the 
brother of our Lord, all ordained by mere human ordainers. 
Silvanus also, and Timothy, are called " apostles ;" and besides 
Andronicus and Junia, others could be added to the list p. 15. 

The argument here is, that the name " apostle" is given to 
them, and that they held, therefore, the peculiar (^ce in ques- 
tion. But the mere circumstance that they had this namcj 
)vould not of itself establish this point. It is not necessary, wo 
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e, to apprize onr readers, that the word apimtle mesm 
<me who i» seni, and may be applied to any person employed to 
deliver a message ; and in a general sense, to any minister of 
religion, or to any one sent, to proclaim the message of life. 
Thus in John xiiL 16, it is applied to any messenger, sustaining 
the same relation to one who sends him that the servant does to 
his master. " The servant is not greater than his lord, [masterl 
neither he that is sent, iMaroXot^ greater than he that sent him." 
Thus it is applied (Philip, ii. 25) to Epaphroditus not as an 
apostle in the specific sense of the term, but as a messenger^ sent 
by the Church at Philippi to supply the wants of Paul. (Comp. 
Philip, iv. IS.) " Epaphroditus, my brother and companion in 
labor, but your me««e»ijsrer," hnHv ii air4<m»A«y, your apostle. Thus 
also in 2 Cor. viii. 28, it is applied to the *^ brethren," *' the mes- 
sengers of the churches j" *' our brethren are tfie metsensrers of 
the churches," Av^oroXoi iicicXi}vidy. These passages show^ beyond 
a question, that the nanie is often used in the New Testament 
in its generic signification, and, consequently, the mere fact thai 
it is applied to an individual, is not proof that he was an apostle 
in its specific sense, — the only sense which would be of value 
Jii the argument of the lE^piscopalian. The connexions, the 
circumstances, are to determine its meaning. We make this 
remark^ in accordance with the judicious observation of Dr. 
Onderdonk, p. 13, '^ J little reflection and practice will enable, 
any of our readers to look in Scripture for the several sacred 
ovv\cL9 ^independently of the names Hiere or elsewhere given to 
them," 

The question then is, whether the name apostle is so given to 
the persons here designated, as to show that it ia used in it» 
strict specifiojsense. 

The first case is that of " Matthias." The reason why the 
name was given to him we have already shown. He was an 
apostle in the strict, proper sense, because he was chosen to be 
a " witness" of. the resurrection of the Saviour. Acts i. 22. 

The second case is that of Barnabas. He is once called an 
apostle. (Acts xiv. 14.) That he was not an apostle in the strict, 
proper sense. Dr. Onderdonk has himself most laboriously and 
satisfactorily proved. In his argument against Presbyterian 
ordination, (pp. )6, 17,) he has taken much pains to show that 
Barnabas was set apart (Acts xiii. 1-3) " to a special missionary 
workj" " was merely set apart to a particular field of duty ;" 
that is, was sent as a messenger of the Church to perform a par- 
ticular piece of work. It is observable that before this, Barnabas 
is called merely "a prophet and teacher;" (Acts xiii. 1-11;) 
that he is called an apostle in immediate connexion with this 
designation, and nowhere else. Acts xiv. 14. How Dr. Onder- 
donk, after having shown so conclusively, as we think, that the 
transaction at Antioch was not a Presbyterian ordination ; that 
it was a mere designation to a particular field of labor, should 
persist in maintaining that Barnabas was an apostle, in the strict 
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sense, as having a " superiority of ministerial rights and powers,** 
we profess our inability to conceive. We shall thus dismiss the 
case of Matthias and Barnabas. 

The next case is " probably James, the brother of our Lord." 
The use of the word probably, here, shows a wish to press eases 
into the service, which we regret to see in a tract making strong 
pretensions to strict demonstration: (comp. pp. 3, 11, 16, 23, 
&c. :) but it evinces a deficiency of strong, palpable instances, 
which betrays the conscious feebleness of the argument. ^ James, 
the Lord's brother," is once mentioned as an apostle: Gal. i. 19. 
But it could not have escaped the recollection of Dr. Onderdonk 
that there were two of the name of James among the Apostles 
in the specific sense of the term ; viz. James the brother of John, 
and son of Zebedee, and James the son ofAlphetts, Matt. x. 3; 
Luke vi. 15. Nor can it be unknown to him, that the word 
brother was used by the Hebrews to denote a relative more 
remote than that which is designated by the ordinary use of the 
word among us ; and that Alpheus was probably a connexion of 
the family of our Lord. What proof, then, is there, that he was 
not referred to in the passage before us ? As this case is 
alleged to have only a probability in its favor, we consider it 
disposed of. 

Sylvanus and Timothy are the next mentioned. As their 
claim to be considered apostles rests on the same foundation, so 
far as the name is any evidence, we shall dispose of these cases 
by considering that of Timothy at length in a subsequent part of 
the argument. 

The remaining cases are those of Andronicus and Junta. The 
fbundation for their claim to be enrolled as apostles, is the fol- 
lowing mention of them by Paul: Rom. xvi. 7: "Salute Andro- 
nicus and Junia, my kinsmen, who are of note among the Apos- 
tleSf^ ZtTtvis tiiriv Manpioi h to7s ivoerdXots, On this claim we remark ; 
(1.) Admitting that they are here caZZe(2 apostles, the name, as we 
have proved, does not imply that they had any " superiority of 
ministerial rights and powers." They might have been distin- 
guished as messengers^ or laborers, like Epaphroditus. (2.) It 
is clear that the Apostle did not mean to give them the name of 
apostles at all. If he had designed it, the phraseology would 
have been different. Comp. Rom. i. 1 ; 1 Cor. i. 1 ; 2 Cor. i. 1 5 
Philip, i. 1. (3.) All that the expression fairly implies, is, that 
they, having been early converted, (Rom. xvi. 7,) and being 
acquainted with the Apostles at Jerusalem, were held in high 
esteem by them ; the Apostles regarded them with confidence 
and affection. We consider this case, therefore, as disposed of.* 

The next point of proof in the tract before us, " that the dis- 



* Dr. Onderdonk snys that Calvin, in his Institutes, " allovirs Andronicus and 
Jonia to have been apostles ;" but he ought to have added that Calvin, in his Com- 
mentary on the passage, written at a later period, denies that they were apostles in 
the specific sense of the term. 
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te«lkm between elders and a gride aoperior to them, in regard 
especially to the power of ordaining, was so persevered in as to 
indicate tiiat it was a permanent arrangement,'' is drawn from 
the charge given by the Apostle Paul to the elders of Ephesus. 
Acts XX. '28-35. The point of this evidence, as we understand 
it, is Ums. Paul charges the elders at Epliesus to ^* take heed to 
themselves," — "to take heed to all the flock over which the 
Holy Ghost had made them overseers, — to feed the Chnreh of 
Gop,— to watch against the grievous wolves that would assail 
the flock," &c In all this, we are told, there is not a word 
respecting the power of ordaining, nor any thing which shows 
that they had the power of clerieal discipline. " No power is 
intimated to depose from office one of their own number, or an 
unsound minister coming among them." They are to " tend" 
or "rule" the flock as shepherds; "for shepherds do not tend 
and rule shepherds." pp. 29, 24. 

This is affirmed to be the sole power of these elders. In con- 
nexion with this we are asked to read the Epistles to Timothy, 
— the power there given " personally to Timothy at Ephesns,^^ 
(p. 23,) or as it is elsewhere expressed. " Compare now with 
this sum total of power assigned to niere elders, or presbyters, 
that of Timothy at Ephesus, the very city and resion in which 
Ihose addressed by Paul, in Acts xx., resided and ministered." 
p. 2& In those epistles it is said that the " right of governing 
the clergy, and ordaining, is ascribed to him personally ;" and 
numerous undisputed pasrages are then adduced, to show that 
Timothy is addressed as having this power. 1 Tim. i. 18; iii. 
14, 15 5 iv. 6 ; i. 3; v. 19-21, &c., &c. 

Now this argument proceeds on the following asmmfiiions^ 
viz.*^i. That Timothy wascalled an apostle ; was invested with 
the same powers as the Apostles, and was one of their succe^t- 
ors in the office. 2. That he was, at the time when Paul gave 
bis charge to the elders at Miletus, bishop of Ephesus. 3. That 
the," elders" summoned to Miletus, were ministers of the Gospel 
of the second order, or as they are now termed, usually, priests, 
in contradistinction from bishops and deacons. If these points 
are not made out from the New Testament, or if any one of them 
fails, this argument for " Episcopacy Tested by Scripture," will 
be of no value. We shall take them np and dispose of .them in 
their order. 

The first claim is, that Timothy is called an *< apostle," and 
was, therefore, clothed with apostolic powers. This claim is 
advanced on p. 15. ^Silvanits also, and Timothy, are called 
* apostles,'" and the claim is implied in the whole argument, 
and is essential to its validity. The proof on which this claim 
is made to rest, is contained in 1 Thess. i. 1, compared with 
1 Thess. ii. 6. Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy, are joined together 
in tl» commencement of the epistle, as writing it to the Church at 
Thawotonica ; and in eli. ii. 6, the following expression oecnrs, 
' Not of man sought we %\ory —when we might have been bur* 
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densome as the apostles of Cbrist.'^ This is the sole proof of 
the apostleship of Timothy,--of which so much is made lii the 
Episcopal controversy, and which is usually appealed to as itself 
sufiicient to settle the question. 

Now, without insisting on the point which we have made out, 
ihat the apostolic office was conferred not to impart "superi- 
ority of ministerial rights and powers," but to establish every 
where the great doctrine of the truth of Christianity, and that, 
consequently, t/* Timothy is called an apostle, it is only in the 
generic sense of the word, to which we have adverted, and that 
Paul might also on this occasion speak of himself, as joined 
with Timothy and Silvanus, as a messenger of the churches; 
(comp. Acts xiii. 2 ; xiv. 14 ; Rom. xvi. 25 ; 2 Cor. viii. 28 ;) not 
to insist on this position^ we shall dispose of this clann by the* 
following considerations. 1. The passage does not fairly imply 
• that Timothy was even called an apostle. For it is admitted in 
the tract, (p. 15,) that " it is not unusual for St. Paul to use the 
plural number of himself only." It is argued, indeed, that the 
words '* apostles," and " our own souls," (v. 8,) being inappli- 
cable to the singular use of the plural number, hence the " three 
whose names are at the head of the epistle, are here spoken of 

i'ointly." But if Paul used the plural nuntber as applicable to 
limself, would it not be natural for him to continue its use, and 
to employ the adjectives, &c., coimected with it in the same 
number? Besides, there is conclusive evidence that Paul did 
not intend to include tlie " three" named at the head of the 
epistle, in his expression in ver. 6. For in the verses immediately 
preceding, mention is made that " we had suffered before, and 
were shamefully treated, as ye know, at Philippi," &c. Now it 
is capable of demonstration, that Timothy was not present at 
that time, and was not engaged in those labors, or subjected to 
those sufferings at Philippi. Acts xvi. 12, 19; xvii. 1-4. It 
follows, therefore, that Paul did not intend here, to imply that 
" the three named at the head of the epistle" were apostles ; and 
that he either intended to speak of himself alone, in ver. 6, or 
what is more probable, that he spoke of himself as one of the 
apostles, and of what the apostles might do in virtue of their 
office ; that is, that they might be burdensome, or might " use 
authority," as in the margin. 

Our next proof that Timothy was not an apostle, is, that be ». 
easpresslf distinguished from Paul, as an apostle; that is, in 
' the same verae, Paul is careful to speak of himself 9B an apos« 
tie, and of Timothy as not an apostle. Thus, 2 Cor. i. 1, ** Paul 
an apostle of Jesus Chbist, and Timothy our brother.^* Agatn, 
Col. i. 1, " Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ, and Timothy ottr ' 
brother,^^ Now, our argument is this, that if Paul regarded 
Timothy as an apostle, it is remarkable that he should be so 
careful to make this distinction, when his own name is Men* 
tiooed as an apostle. Why did he not also make tiie SMiie 
honorable BNmtion of Timothjfl^WiiX some of «uc fipteaqit 
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Mends be kind enoagh to state ubhy this distinction ia made?^ 
The distinction is the more remarkable, from the next con« 
sideration to be adduced, which is, that Paul is so cautidut 
on this point, so resolved not to call Timothy an apostle, that 
when their names are joined together, as in any sense claiming 
the same appellation, it is not as apostles^ but as servants. Pliilip. 
i. 1 : *' Paul and Timotheus, the servants of Jesus Christ." 
See also, 1 Thess. i. 1 ; 2 Thess. i. 1. These considerations put 
it beyond debate in our view, that Timothy is not called an 
apostle in the New Testament. This, it will be perceived, is an 
important advance in our Argument. 

The second claim for Timothy is, that he was bishop of 
Ephesns. This claim is essential to the argument of Dr. Onder- 
donk, and is every where implied in what he says of Timothy. 
See pp. 23, 25. Proof is not indeed attempted ; but it is 
assumed as a conceded point. Now this point should have been 
made out, for it is not one of those which we are disposed, by 
any means, to concede. It is to be remembered, too, that it is a 
point which is to be made out from the New Testament^ for our 
inquiry is, whether Episcopacy can be defended " by Scripture." 
Let us see ho^ this matter stands. 

It may be proper here to remark, that the subscription at the 
dose of the Second Epistle to Timothy, " ordained first bishop 
of the church of the Ephesians," (&c., is admitted on all hands 
not to be inspired, and, therefore, is of no authority in this argu- 
ment. Assuredly Paul would not close a letter in this way, by 
seriously informing Timothy that he wrote a second epistle to 
him, &c., and by appending this to the letter. By whom these 
subscriptions to the epistles were added, is unknown. Some of 
them are manifestly false ; and none of them, though true, are 
of any authority. The subscription here belongs, we believe, to 
the former class. 

Now, how does the case stand in the New Testament, with 
respect to Timothy ? What testimony does it afford, as to his 
being ^bishop of Ephesus?" A few observations will save 
further debate, we trust, on this subject 

1. It IS admitted that he was not at Ephesus, at the time when 
Paul made his address to the elders at Miletus. Thus, p. 25^ 
^ Ephesus was without a bishop when Paul addressed the elders, 
Timothy not having been placed over that church till some time 
afterward." Here, then, was one diocese^ or one collection of 
ehnrches, which is admitted to have been constituted without a 
bishop. The presumption is, that all others were organized in 
the same way. 

2. The charge which Paul gives to the elders moves that 
Timothy was not there ; aud proves further, that tney, at that 
time, had no bishops, and that they previously had none. They 
are charged to take heed to themselves, and to all the flock, ^ to 
feed" or ^^ to rule" the flock, &c. But not one word is to be 
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found of their having then any prelatical bishop ; not one word 
of Timothy as their Episcopal leader. Not an exhortation is 
given to be subject to any prelate; not an intimation that they 
would ever be called on to recognise any such bishops. Not 
one word of lamentation or condolence is expressed, that they 
were not fully supplied with all proper Episcopal authority. 
All of which is inexplicable, on the supposition that they were 
then destitute, and that they would be supplied with an officer 
"superior in ministerial rights and powers." Nay, they are 
themselves expressly called bishops, without the slightest inti- 
mation that there were any higher, cfr more honorable prelates 
than themselves. Acts xx. 28 : " Take heed, therefore, to your- 
selves, and to all the flock over the which the Holy Ghost hath 
made you bishops^^* UivKdmvs, 

3. It is admitted by us that Timothy subsequently was at 
Ephesus, and that he was left there for an important purpose, 
by the Apostle Paul. This was when Paul went to Macedonia. 
1 Tim. i 3. This is the only intimation that we know of, in 
the New Testament, that Timothy was ever at Ephesus at all. 
It is important, then, to ascertain whether he was left there as a 
permanent bishop 1 Now in settlini; this, we rejpark, it is no^ 
where intimated, in the New Testament, that he was such a 
bishop. The passage before us, 1 Tim. i. 3, states, that when 
they were travelling together, Paul left him there, while he 
himself should go over into Macedonia. The object for which 
he left him is explicitly stated, and that object was not that he 
should be a permanent bishop. It is said to be " to charge some 
that they teach no other doctrine, neither to give heed to endless 
genealogies," &c. ; that is, manifestly, to perform a temwrarf 
office of regulating certain disorders in the Church ; of silencing 
certain false teachers of Jewish extraction ; of producing, in 
one word, v/hat the personal influence of the Apostle himself 
might have produced, but for a sudden and unexpected call to 
Macedonia. Acts xx. 1. Hence it is perfectly clear that the 
Apostle designed this as a temporary appointment for a specific 
object, and that object was not to be prelate of the Cliurch. 
Thus he says, 1 Tim. iv. 13, " Till I come^ give attention to 
reading." &c. : implying that his temporary office was then to 
cease. Thus, too, referring to the same purp«}8e to return and 
join Timothy, he says, 1 Tim. iii. 14, 15 : " These things I write 
unto thee, hoping to come unto thee shortly ; but if I tarry 
long, that thou mightest know how thou oiightest to behave 
thyself in the house of God," &c. ; implying that these direc- 
tions were particularly to serve him during his appointment to 
the specify business of regulating some disordered affairs pro- 
duced by false teachers, and which migiit require the discipline of 
even some of the bishops and deacons of the Church, ch. v. vi. 
These directions, involving general principles indeed, and oi 
Tulue to regulate bis whole life, yet had, nevcrtheksa^ a mani* 
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'^tfi Special reference to the cases which might ocrtir there, Ni 
putting a period to the promuigation of erroneous doctriiu^ dy 
Jewish teachers. l-Tim. i. 8. 

4. It has been shown by the late Dr. Wilson, of Phi1adelf)hiii, 
from the New Testament itself, that Timothy was not the bixtiop 
of the church at Ephesus. To this argument, which is too Uin% 
to be inserted here, and which cannot be abridged, we can otity 
refer.* 

[In the second edition of bis review, Mr. Barnes has insendl 
at large the argument here referred ta We extract it, tiierefore, 
firora the work of Dr. Wilson. A different view of the subject 
will be found in some of our subsequent pages.l 

" That Paul and Timothy were together at Ephesus, and that 
Paul led him there when he went on some occasion into Mace- 
donia, Htay be plainly inferred froAi 1 Tim. I. 3. * I besought 
thee to abide still at Ephesus, when I went into Macedonln*' 
The time to which there is here an allusion is the more easily 
ascertained, because the Apostle is recorded to have been twice 
only at Ephesus; on the first occasion, he merely called on his 
voyage from Corinth and Jerusalem ; on the second, he went 
from Ephesus into Macedonia, according to the words of the 
epistle. 

^ That Timothy was left at Ephesus, when Paul, explled by 
the riot, went into Macedonia, obtains satisfactory proofs. Before 
he wrote his first epistle to the Corinthians, Paul sent Timothy 
and Erastoa into Macedonia, but he himself remained in Asia 
i^r some time. Acts xix. 22 v 1 Cor. v-. 17 ; icvi. la In the first 
latter to the Corinthhuis, which he wrote at Ephesus, and sent 
1^ Titos to Corinth, he mentioned his purpose of coming to 
tto% but not immediately ; of wfiieh Luke also informs us. 
Acts xix. 21, and desired them, if Timothy came to them, 1 Cor* 
xvi. 10, II, lo conduct him forth in peace, that he might come 
tb Faulj then at Ephesus, lor he looked for him, with the 
brethren. When he dosed that letter he was exf^ecting Timo- 
thy^s return, wkksh that letter might also have hastened. Paul 
remained at Epbesns, on this visit, the space of three yearsi 
^ts XX. 91. There is, therefore, no reason to suppose that iM 
wav disappointed in his expectation k4 the arrival of Timothy, 
fpma Cevinth,.at Ephesus^ before he w^nt mto Macedonia; ana 
if' so, be might have left him there, as he at some pericid eer« 
taini^ydldL 1 Tim. i. 3. He had iiltended to go by Corinth int<^ 
Macedonia, 2 Oar, L 15, 16, but changed his mind and went hf 
Troas thither. 1 Cor. xvi. 5 ; 2 Cor. ii. 12, 13. Whilst in Mace- 
donia, he wrote his first letter to Timothy, for he proposed to 
him to remain at Ephesus until he should adl there en hul way 
to Jerusaleoh 1 Tim. i. 3 \ iii. 14, 15. The words imply tbA 
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Paul might twny aome time ; and that he did «o before he ^ 
into Greece, is fairly implied in the expression, ' And when he 
had gone over tliose parts, and given them- much exliortatioii, 
he came into Greece.' Acts xx. 2. Timothy was advised, 
solicited, or besought {wa^Ka^nva) to abide still at Ephesus, which 
gave him liberty to exercise his discretion, but several motives 
must have influenced him to go to the Apostle. The enemies 
at Ephesus were numerous and violent; Timothy was young; 
his affection for Paul ardent; the request of Paul that he should 
abide at Ephesus was not peremptory ; and Paul told him he 
expected to tarry a long time. Also Timothy had been, from 
their commencement, familiarly acquainted with the churches 
in Macedonia and Greece. Accordingly vve find Timothy in 
Macedonia when Paul wrote his second epistle to the Corinth- 
ians. 1 Cor. i. 1. The Apostle went from Macedonia into 
Greece, Acts xx. 2, as he had promised in that letter, chapter 
xiii. 1, and abode there three months. Acts xx. 3. I^imothy was 
with him at Corinth, for he sends his salutations to the Romans, 
Rom. xvi. 21, in that famous epistle written from thence.* 

" That there was sufficient time for Paul to have written from 
Macedonia to Timothy at Ephesus, and for Timothy to have 
spent some months at Ephesus, before he came to Paul in 
Macedonia, appears from the time he waited for Titus at IVoas, 
2 Cor. ii. 12, 13 ; his determination not to go to Corinth till he 
could do it without heaviness, 2 Cor. ii. 1 ; his distress in Mace- 
donia before Titus arrived, 2 Cor. vii. 5 ; and his success io 
raising charities for the saints in Jndea, 2 Cor. viii. 2, 3; ix. 4. 
He had intended to tarry at Ephesus until Pentecost, 1 Cor. 
xvi. 8, but went sooner. Acts xx. 1. He passed on to Jerusalem at 
another Pentecost, Acts xx. 16 ; all which time he was in Mace- 
donia, except three months. Acts xx. 3. 

" That Paul expected to spend so much time in Macedonia 
and Greece, may be collected from his intimation, 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 
that he might spend the winter with the Corintl)ian church. 
The Apostle's purpose of sailing from Corinth, was disap- 
pointed by the insidiousness of his own countrymen ; he there- 
fore went up into Macedonia again, that he might pass over to 
Troas with his companicms. Timothy was among those who 
crossed first. Acts xx. 3, 5. Paul's disappointment in sailing 
from Corinth, and his wish to reach Jerusalem by Pentecost, 

grevented the call he intended at Ephesus, 1 Tim. iii. 14, 15, but 
e landed al Miletus, and sent for the elders of the church al 
Ephesus. . 

** The direeiionfl of the Apostle in the third chapter of the first 
epistle to Timothy, fairly imply that he had left the church at 
Ephesus, according to his usual practice, without officers, for be 
gives this evangelist, not a new commission, he already had 

♦ Compwe Acli xvul 2, with Rom. xvi, 3. Vide Aote 19, xnil M; 1 Cor 
xvi. !•. 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



power to ordain, but instructions »s to the choice of blimps, 
that is, pre8b3rter8 and deacons. These had been complied with 
beliore he landed at Miletus. Acts xx. 17. Tliis record of the 
existeBce of elders at Ephesus, compared with the directions 
givem to Timothy, not only renders it probable that Timothy 
^»d ordained them, but fortifies the presumption that the first 
epistle to Timothy was written in Macedonia, before this visit 
to Jerusalem, and consequently before his imprisonment. 

^'The language, ' i going (jro^etM>fi«w$) into Macedonia, besought 
Diee to abide stiti at Ephesus,' did not form a j>ermaiibnt con- 
nexion between Timothy and Ephesus. At the very greatest 
extent, the instructions given in this letter were of a continuance 
only till Paul should come to him, («#j i(»x»^«l.) 1 Tim. iv. 18^ j 
lit. 14. But it is certain that Timothy did not remain at Ephe- 
Bus till Paul passed on his way to Jerusalem. 

** The second epistle to Timothy will* prove itself written by 
Paul when a prisoner at Rome; and at least establishes the 
absence of the evangelist from his spiritual father at the time it 
was written. But he was at Rome in the time of the first 
iraprisoiiHient, as has been proved by his having been joined 
with Paul in the letters to the Colossians, Philippians and Phi- 
lemon. Demas and Mark were also there in the first imprison- 
ment. Col. iv. 10. 14, but absent at the writing of the second to 
Timothy. 2 Tim', rv. 10, 11. 

^ It is therefore an error to suppose it to have been written 
before the epistles to the Colossians, Philippians, and Philemon, 
durmg the first imprisonment. Also in 2 Tim. iv.20, Paul tells 
bim Erastus abode at Corinth, but this needed not to have been 
told to Timothy, if Paul meant that Erastus abode at Corinth 
wlien he went to Jerusalem, and so to Rome, for Timothy was 
then with him, and must have known the circumstance had it 
been so. In like manner he says, ibid, ' Trophimiis have I left 
at Miletirai, sick.' But Trophimus was not left at any place on 
the voyage to Jerusalem, for he Was there, and the occasion ol 
tlte jealousies of the Jews. Acts xxi. 29. 

^' These two facts, compared with this, which appears in 'the 
•pistle, that it was written by Paul, a prisoner at Rome, afford 
sufficient certainty that there was a second imprisonment when 
this letter was written. 

^ But it by no means follows, that Timothy was at Ephesus 
when the secoild epistle was written. This ought not to be 
assumed, but shown. If Timothy was then at Ephesus, why 
should he have been told, 'I have sent Tychicus to Ephesus?' 
t Tim. iv. 12. He must have arrived at that place before the 
letter, and the fkd could hav^ been then known. Also Tychi- 
cus needed no introduction to Timothy. Had Timothy been at 
Ephesus, Paul would not have sent him to Troas for articles he 
had left there. It appears more probable that Timothy was, at 
the time the epistle was sent to him, at Troas, or in the neigh- 
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iMrbood of that place. Tbe salutations will not establish the 
jdestioation of the epistle. Oiiesiphorus resided in Asia, but the 
particular place of his abode is not known. He helped Paul 
both at Ephesus and Rome. Also Aquila, who had res^d al 
Rome, at Corinth, at Ephesus, and again at Rome, waa a native 
of Pontus, on tlie margin of the Euxine. Tropbimns, wboaa 
Paul had left at Miletum, was an Ephesian^ Acts xxi. 29. Mile* 
tus was near Ephesus, and Timothy would hav^e known the 
fi&ets, unless Miletum in Crete was the place. 

"If Timothy was not at Ephesus when the second letter was 
wi'itteti to him, there is no evidence of his being in that city 
after Paul's first imprisonment. But if he had been at Ephesus 
he must have then left it, the letter calling him to Rome, and the 
sacred records speak not of his return to that city. The second 
epistle assigns to Timothy no other duties than tbose proper to 
his general office of evangelist ; and bears no relation to a par- 
ticular oversight of any church or churches. 

" Some writers suppose that Paul, when he landed at Mtletns, 
on a subsequent voyage to Jerusalem, left Timothy with the 
elders of the church at Ephesus, * to govern them in bis 
absence.' But nothing of the kind was spoken on the occasion; 
and instead of a temporary absence, Paul assured the elders 
they should ' see his face no more.' In 1 Tim. i. 8, it is not said, 
* when I went to Jerusalem,' but expressfy, ' I besoaght thee to 
abide still at Ephesus^ when I went into Macedonin.^ Also it 
has been asserted, that the Apostle having placed Timothy at 
Ephesus prior to his first imprisonment, ^ wrote both bis epistles 
to Timothy while a prisoner at Rume.' But Timothy was 
with Paul at Rome during a part of the fifst imprisonment, for 
he is joined in the epistles to the Phiiippians, Colossians, and 
Philemon. Salutations also might bave been expected in the 
first epistle to Timothy, had it been written from Rome^ as in 
those to the Phiiippians, Colossians, Philemon and the Hebrews. 
He was, indeed absent from Rome during a part of the time 
of the first imprisonment, burt Paul expected his return, Heb« 
xiii. 3d, and so far was. be frona hoping to come unto Timothy 
shortly, as expressed in 1 Tim. iii. 14, he promises, if Timothy 
come shortly to Rome, with him to vmi the Hebrews. Also it 
seems strange, if Timothy had been at Ephesus wt^n the 
epistle to the Ephesmns was sent by Tyehieus, Epb. vi. 21, 
that no notice whatever should have been takeft eif the beloved 
yoirth. 

^' Another hypothesis is, that Paul, wh^ the Jews deterred 
him from sailijig from Corinth, and he determined to go through 
Macedonia to Jerusalem, besought Timothy to abide still at 
Ephesus; to. which, when Timothy agreed, he went forward 
to Troas, with Aristarchus and the rest; and whilst waitlog 
there for Paul, Timothy received the first epistle from the Apos^ 
tie^ written in Macedonia. But this is a departure fron tha 
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correct memmg of tke pasMge^ which m^ diat Pavl besought 
Timothy «y>Mpic<v«t, to continue or remain at the pkce wkwre 
TimoUiy was at the time he was thus entreated. Those wIm 
went bdore with Timothy to Troas> are represented to have 
•eoompanied Paul into Asia. Acts xx. 4^ 5. This circumstance 
jreiKlers it ati improbable supposition, that Paul should write •• 
long and important a letter to his fellow-traveller, whom be 
must overtake in a few days, and wholly unaccountable, that he 
should say*in the letter, 1 Tim. iii. 14, 15, ' These things write 
I unto you, hoping to come unto thee shortly ; but if I tarry 
Jong/ &c. That Paul stiould have thus purposed to come to 
Timothy unto Ephesus^ but really at Troas, and in a few weekt 
afterward^ without any apparent cause for a change of views^ 
should have sard at Miletus to the elders of the church of Ephe^ 
stts, ' I know that ye all shall see my face no more,' Acta xx. 26^ 
exhibits a fluctuation approximating versatility. If Timothy 
was on this occasion left with the officers of the church at 
Ephcsus, and especially, if he was to be thenceforth their diot- 
cesan bishop, it is strange that not a vrord of either of those 
circuttstances^ should have been mentioned to those elders. But 
so far was the Apostle from mentioning their subordination unte^ 
or support of the authority of young Timothy, that he enjoins 
them, — ' Take heed unto yourselves, and to all the flock over 
which the Holy Ghost hath made you twtwK^mwf bishopry to feed 
Me Church &/*6od,' &c. But as not a word is said of leaving , 
Tin»othy at Miletus, so it is improbable that he should have 
parted from Paul there, because he appears to have been 
of the company of the Apostle when he arrived at Rome^ 
wliere he is joined with him in the letters which havA beca 
Bientioned. 

*^ Others allege that Paul visited Ephesos alter his first impri- 
eonment, left Timothy there, went into Macedonia, and froot 
tbenise wrote to him his first letter. They build upon the eir>- 
cumstances^ that whilst at Rome he had written to PhlleoKm 
la prepare him lodgings at Gcdosse ; and that he had told the 
Philippians, by letter, he trusted he should shortly come te 
them. 

*' This opinion is mnch more respectable than either of the 
fof mer ; and although several of the fathers have positively 
asserted, what is incompatible with iA, that Paul went into 
Spain after his first imprisonment, ^cording to his purpose 
expressed. Boot xv. 28, yet, however credible these hdy men 
were, their conjectures deserve often but little regard. That 
Panl was at Philippi after his imprisonment is probable, becaude 
he left Erastua at Corinth. 2 Tim. iv. 2a Also he naay hav« 
been at Colosse, if he left Trophimua at Miletus ; but the place 
was Miletum. Ibid. He entertained a purpose subsequent to 
tboae^ of visittng Judea with Timothy. Heb. xiii. 23. This, may 
hwre been first accomplished^ and Timothy IttSi in th4 Bttghbotv 
7* 
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hood of TroM, where he remained till the second e^stle was 
sent to him. But if these purposes were effectuated, which is 
matter of uncertainty, tliere is not a word to prore even an 
intention to visit Ephesns. The letter to the Ephesians neither 
mentions Timothy, nor any coming of Paul. But Tychiens, a 
faithful minister of the Lord, and companion of the Apostle7%as 
named as sent to them. Eph. vi. 21. To the Ephesians Patri 
had said, that he knew they should ' see his face no more,' and 
it is nowhere shown that they did. The supposition that 
nevertheless Paul afterward went to Ephesus with Timothy, 
left him there, with the request to tarry till he should return to 
him, and then went into Macedonia, and wrote his first epistle 
to Timothy, is entirely gratuitous, and without the least reason 
appearing in any exigencies of the Ephesian church, which had 
had three years of Paul's labors, and had been afterward Umg 
blessed with the regular administration of the ordinances by 
pastors of their own, besides help from Tychicus, and perhaps 
others. 

" If Paul constituted Timothy bishop of Ephesus, it is an 
affirmative, and ought to be proved. But Paul tells the presby- 
ters of Ephesus, at Miletus, that the Holt Ghost had made them 
bishops {anvHonovs) of that church. Those elders had previously 
received the powers which were necessary to ordaining others^ 
on Timothy a similar presbytery laid their hands at his ordina- 
tion. If this circumstance will not show that a presbytery 
could have ordained an evangelist, an apostle not being present, 
because evangelists were extraordinary officers of a higher 
grade ; yet it must prove that a presbytery have some power to 
ordain. They were the highest fixed officers in a church, and 
the power of ordination was necessary to their succession. 
They could not have been appointed coadjutors to Timothy, 
in the ordination of themselves. And it does not appear 
they were ordained before the riot, when he was left at Ephe- 
sus. If thus, there were no officers in that church wherT Paul 
left It, the direction to Timothy, who was* an evangelist, to 
ordain bishops, that is, elders in Ephesus, was to do no more 
than his duty ; which, when accomplished in any church, gave 
•uch bishops or elders power to continue the succession. If the 
presbyters of particular churches had not the power of ordina- 
tion, there has been no succession in the Church of Christ 
since the deaths of the apostles and evangelists ; for their offices 
expired with them, and there were no officers of a higher order. 
The office of Timothy was given to him prior to his visiting 
Ephesus. The duty assigned him was afterward declared to 
. he the work of an evangelist 2 Tim. iv. 5. His appointment 
to Ephesus was temporary, being limited, at the furthest, to the 
thne when Paul should come to him ; but an earlier period of 
its termination was evidently left to his discretion, which he 
^teicised by coming to Paul into Macedonia. Thus there was 
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a disniption of the connexiofi, if any had heen ihced, but none 
•uch was intended ; the epistle was neither a coniniissiof\ 
nor an ordination, but a mere letter of instruction, directing 
htm in the discharge of his high and important office of 
erangelist. 

"If Timothy returned to Ephesus from Rome, which is not 
recorded in the Scriptures, and died there, it will not establish 
that he ever exercised, or bad any other office than that of an 
evangelist." 

5. The claim that Timothy was bishop of Ephesus, is one that 
must be made out by Episcopalians from the New Testament 
But this claim has not been made out, nor can it ever be. 

6. The epistle to the Ephesians shows further, that at the 
time of writing that, there was no such bishop at Ephesus. 
Though the Apostle herein gives the church various instruct 
tions about the relations which existed, there is not the slightest 
hint that Timothy was tliere ; nor is there the least intimation 
that any such officer ever had been, or ever would be set over 
them. 

Now, if it cannot be made out that Timothy was bishop of 
Ephesus : if the point is not established beyond a doubt, then in 
reading Paul's charge to the elders at Miletus, we are to regard 
them as intrusted with the care of the church at Ephesus. Jt is 
not necessary to our argument to inquire whether they were 
ruling elders, or presbyters, ordained to preach as well aa to 
rule. All that is incumbent on us, is to show that the New 
Testament does not warrant the assumption that they were 
snbject to a diocesan bishop. We affirm, therefore, simply, that 
Paul addressed them as intrusted with the spiritual instruction 
and government of the church of Ephesus, without any refer- 
ence whatever to any person, either then or afterward placed 
over them, aS* superior in ministerial rights and powers. And 
this point is conclusively established by two additional consider- 
ations; first, that they are expressly called bishops, hrtcK6sctn, 
themselves, a most remarkable appellation if the Apostle meant 
to have them understand that they were to be under the 
administration of another bishop of superior ministerial powers 
and rights; and secondly, that they are expressly intrusted 
with the whole spiritual charge or the church, 99intUvctw tkv 
iMtcXn0Ui¥ Kr\, But every thing in this case is fully met by the 
aupposition that they were invested with the simple power of 
ruling. Dr. Onderdonk himself admits that the word translated 
•* feed," voi^cfrMv, may be rendered to " rule." p. 37. And if this 
point be conceded, the idea 'that they were elders, in the Pres- 
byterian sense, is all that can be proved from the passage. It is 
essential to the argument of Episcopalians, that they should be 
able to make out that these elders not only ruled, 'but also 
preached the Gospel, and performed the other functions of their 
" second order" of clergy. 
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Let us new gather tbe results of our investigation, and dbspcm 
of the case of Timothy. We have shown that he was not an 
apostle. We have further shown that he was not bishop of 
Cphpsus. We have thus destroyed the claim of the permanency 
of the apostolic office, so far as Timothy is concerned. And we 
now insist, that the readers of the New Testament, they who 
wish to defend Episcopacy by "Scripture," should read the two 
epistles to Timothy, without the vain and illusory supposition 
that he was bishop of Ephesus. Agreeing with Dr. Onderdonk, 
that this point must be settled by the New Testament, and that 
" no argument is loorth taking into the account which has 
not a pcdpaJUe hearing on the clear and naked topic — the scrips 
tural evidence of Episcopacy ^^^ (p. 3,) we now insist that these 
epiSlles should be read without being interpreted by tbe unsup- 
ported position that Timothy was the permanent bishop of 
Ephesus. We insist, moreover, that that supposition should not 
be admitted to influence the interpretation. With this matter 
clear before us, how stands the case in these two epistles ? We 
answer, thus : — 

(1.) Timothy was sent to Ephesus for especial purpose, — to 
allay contentions, and.^prevent the spreading of false doctrine. 
1 Tim, i. 3. (2.) This was to be temporary. 1 Tim. i. 3 ; conap* 
lii. 14, 15 ; iv. 13. (3.) He was intrusted with the right of ordi- 
nation, as all ministers of the Gospel are, and with the authority 
of government. 1 Tim. i. 3; v. 19-21; v. 22; 2 Tim. ii. 2. 
(4.) Laying out of view the gratuitous supposition that he was 
bishop of Ephesus, the charge given to Timothy was just such 
B one as would be given to any minister of the Gospel auth<»r- 
Lzod to preaohj to urdain, to administer the ordinances of the 
Church, and its discipline. It is just such as is given now to 
men who hold to the doctrine of ministerial parity. ■ The 
^ charges" whirh are given to Presbyterian and Congregational 
minUters at ordinaiion,^ are almost uniformly couched in the 
^ctme language whicliis used by Paul in addressing Timothy j 
nor is there nny tiling in those epistles which may not be^ 
and which is nut, m fact, often addressed to ministers on such 
occaaiiins. With jaat as much propriety might ^omo; antiqua- 
liim, hereafier^^some future advocate for Episcopacy, — collect 
tog^ether the charges now given to ministers, and appeal to 
them »3 proof that the churches in New-England, and among 
Presbyterians, were Episcopaly as to appeal now to the epistles 
to Timothy, to prove his office as a prelate. (5.) The epistles 
themselves contain evidence of the falsehood pi the supposition- 
that there was an order of men superior to the presbyters in 
*^ miiiUterial powers ar>d rights." There are but two orders of 
ministers spoken of or alluded to in the epistles, — bishops and 
df^acons.. There h not the slightest allusion to any other orden 
We. calt the attention of ouj: readers here, to an emphatic 
remark of Dr, Onderdonk, p. 12 ; " All that we read in the 
New Testament concerning * bishops,' is to be regarded as per 
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taining to the < middle grade ;' i. e. nothing in these epistles, or 
elsewhere, where this term is used, has any reference to a rank 
of ministers superior << in ministerial powers and rights." The 
case here, then, by the supposition of the Episcopalians, is this. 
Two epistles are addressed by an apostle to a successor of the 
apostles, designated as such, to retain and perpetuate the same 
rank and powers. Those epistles are designed to instruct him 
in the organization and government of the churches. They 
contain ample information, and soniewhat protracted discussions 
on the following topics : The office of a presbyter. The qualifica- 
tions for that office. The office of the deacons. The qualifica- 
tions for that office. The qualifications of deacons' wives. I Tim 
iii. The proper discipline of an elder. The qualifications ol 
those who were to be admitted to the office of deaconesses, 
1 Tim. y. The duties of masters and servants. 1 Tim. vi. The 
duties of laymen. 1 Tim. ii. 8. And of Christian females. 1 Tim. 
ii. 9-11. Nay, they contain directions about the Apostle's cloakj 
and his parchments; (2 Tim. iv. 13;) but from the beginning 
to the end, not one single syllable respecting the existence of a 
grade of officers in the Church superior " in ministerial rights 
and powers ;" not a word about their qualifications, of the mode 
of ordaming or consecrating them, or of Timothy's fraternal^ 
intercourse with his brother prelates ; nothing about the subjec- 
tion of the priesthood to them, or of their peculiar functions of 
confirmation and superintendence. In one word, taking these 
epistles by themselves, no man would dream that there were 
any such officers in existence. We ask now, whether any can- 
did reader of the New Testament can believe that there were 
any such officers ; and that two epistles could have been written 
in these circumstances, without the slightest allusion to their 
existence or powers ? " Credat Jtidceas Apdla,^^ We ask 
whether there can be found now, among cdl the charges which 
Episcopal bishops have given to their clergy, any two in which 
there shall not also be found some allusion to the " primitive 
and apostolic order" of bishops in the churches? It remains 
for our eyes to be blessed with the sight of one Episcopal 
charge, reminding us, in this respect, of the charges of Paul to 
Timothy. 

We now take our leave of the case of Timothy. The case of 
Titus, the next in order, pp. 25, 27, we must despatch in fewer 
words. The argument of Dr. Onderdonk, in defence of the 
claim respecting Titus, does not vary materially from that used 
in reference to^Timothy, p. 20; It iJ, that he was left in Crete 
to ordain elders in every city, and that the powers of "ordi- 
nation, admonition, and rejection, are all committed to Titus 
pefsonally." Titus i. 6-9; iii. 10. The only point here which 
requires a moment's examination, in addition to what we have 
said on the case of Timothy, is the purpose for which he was 
left at Crete. Titus i. 5. Tlie claim of the Episcopaliaos here is, 
that this indieates such a perseverance iu the " distinctior 
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between elders and a grade superior to them," as to prove that 
it was "to be a permanent arrangement." p. 23. In other 
words, Titus was to be a permanent bishop of Crete, superior to 
the elders " in ministerial rights and powers." This claim it is 
necessary for tliem to establish from the New Testament. If there 
are any intimations that it was not designed to be permanent^ 
they will be fatal to their argument. We affirm, then, in oppo- 
sition to this claim, that the case is fully met by the supposition 
that Titus was an extraordinary officer, like Timothy at 
Ephesus, appointed for a specific purpose. 1. The appointment 
Itself looks as if this was the design. Paul had himself com- 
menced a work there, which from some cause he was unable to 
complete. That work he left Titus to finish. As it cannot be 
pretended that Paul had any purpose of becoming the perma- 
nent bishop of Crete ; so it cannot be pretended that Titus' 
being left to complete what Paul had begun, is proof that Paul 
expected that Titus would be permanent bishop. An appointment 
to complete a work which is begun by another, when the ori- 
ginal designer did not contemplate a permanent employment, 
cannot surely be adduced in proof of a permanent office. If I 
am employed to complete an edifice which is commenced, it 
^does not suppose that I am to labor at it all my life ; still less 
that I am to have successors in the undertaking. We presume 
that this passage, to most unbiassed minds, would imply that 
Paul expected Titus, after having completed what he had left him 
to do, should leave the island of Crete, and accompany him in his 
travels. 2. That this was the fact ; that he had no expectation 
that Titus would be a permanent bishop of Crete, superior in 
" ministerial rights and powers," is perfectly apparent from the 
direction in this same epistle, ch. iii. 12, " When I shall send 
Artemas unto thee, or Tychicus, be diligent to come unto me at 
NicopolisP Here we find conclusive proof, that the arrange- 
ment respecting Titus in Crete was a temporary arrangement. 
To suppose the contrary, is to maintain a position in the very 
face of the directions of the Apostle. Every thing in the case 
shows that he was an extraordinary officer, appointed for a spe- 
cific purpose ; and that when that work was effected, which the 
Apostle supposed wotdd he soon, he was to resume his station 
as the travelling companion and fellow-laborer of the Apostle. 
3. That this was the general character of Titus; that he was so 
regarded by Paul, as his companion, and very valnable to him 
in his work, is further apparent from 2 Cor. ii. 12, 13 ; vii. 6-13. 
In the former passage he says, that he expected to meet him at 
7*roas, and intimates that his presence and help were very 
necessary for him. ** I had no rest in my spirit, because I found 
not Titus my brother." In the latter place, (2 Cor. vii. 6-13,) 
we find him the companion of the Apostle Paul, in PbilippL 
Again, (2 Cor. xii. 18,) we find him employed on a special 
embassy to the Church in Corinth, in respect to the collection 
for the poor saints at Jerusalent Comp. Rom. xv. 26. And 
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sgain we find him on a mission to Dalmatia, 2 Urn* it. la 
Assuredly these varioas migrations and employments do not 
appear as if he was designed l^ the Apostle as the permanent 
bishop of Crete. 4. It is to be presumed that Titus regarded 
the a|V)stolic mandate ; (Titus, iii. 12 ;) that he left Crete in 
accordance with Paul's request.; and as there is no intimation 
that he returned, as the New Testament throws no light on that 

Soint, as indeed there is not the slightest proof any where, that 
e died there, we come to the conclusion that he was employed 
for a temporary purpose, and that having accomplished it, he 
resumed Ms situation as the companion of Paul. Compare Gal. 
ii. 1. It must be admitted, on all hands, that the Episcopalian 
cannot prove the contrary. Since, moreover, our supposition 
meets ml the circumstances of the case as well as his, and we 
ar^able to show that this was the general character of the l&bon 
of Titus, we shall dismiss his case also. 

The last argument of Dr. Onderdonk is derived from the 
epistles to the seven churches of Asia. Rev. ii., iii. This argu-^ 
ment is embodied in the following position : " Each of those 
churches is addressed, not through its clergy at large, but 
through its ' angel,' or chief officer ; this alone is a very strong 
argument against parity in favor of Episcopacy." <* One of those 
churches is Ephesus ; and when we read concerning its angel, 
* T/tou hast tried them, which sa^^ey are apostles^ and are not, 
and hast found them liars,' do we require further evidence that 
what Timothy, the chief officer there^ was in the year 65, in 
regard to the supreane right of discipline over the clergy, the same 
was its chief officer when this book was written, in 96 ?" The 
singular number, it is added, is used emphatically in the address 
to each of the angels, and ^' the individual called < the angel,' is^ 
in each case, identified with his church, and his church with 
him." pp. 27j 28. 

This is the argument; and this is the whole of it We have 
sought diligently to see its bearing ; but our labor in doing it has 
not been crowned with very flattering success. We can see, indeed, 
that those churches were addressed through tl>eir ministers, or 
pasters, called " angels ;" bnt it requires more penetration than 
we profess to have, to discover how this bears on the precise 
point, that there is an order of men superior to others " in 
ministerial rights and powers." Such an argument can be 
fetmded only on the following assumptions: 1. That there was 
en fnfsrior body of clergymen, called here " clergy at large." 
Assuming this point, it would not be difficult to make out an 
argument from the address <' to the angel." But this is a point 
to be proved, not to be assumed. We would respectfully ask 
the writer of this tract, where he finds an intimation of the 
existence of an order of " clergy at large^"^ in these churches. 
In the epistles themselves there is not the slightest hint of the 
existence of any such personages distinct from '* the angels." 
Xay, the very style of address is strong presumption that 
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there were not any (nieh inferior cksrgymen. The only menteMi 
which occurs, is of the angel and the church. We hear nothing 
of an intermediate order ; nothing of any supremacy of " the 
angeP' over " the clergy at large ;" not the least intimation of 
any duty to be performed by the supposed prelaticai "#ngel" 
toward the inferior presbyters. Why is a reference to them 
omitted, if they had any existence ? Is it customary, in address^ 
ing " bishops" now, to omit all reference to their duties over tlie 
inferior '^ clergy at large 7" This is a point of too much conse- 
quence to be left now so unguarded ; and accordingly the rights 
and duties of the order, superior "in ministerid rights and 
powers," are sedulously marked out and inculcated.* 2. It must 
be assumed, in this argument, that there were in each of those 
cities more churches than one ; that there was a circle, or coin 
federation of churches, that would answer to the modem notion 
of a diocese, over which " the clergfy at large," of inferior 
" ministerial rights and powers," might exercise a modified 
jurisdiction. If this is not assumed, the argument has no force ; 
since if there were but one church in each of those cities, the 
" angel" was not a bishop in the Episcopal sense, but a pastor in 
the ordinary acceptation. Now this is a point, which, in an 
argument like this, should not be assumed, it should be proved, 
or at least rendered highly probable from the New Testament* 
But there is not the slightest^nt of any such divided and scat- 
tered diocesan organization. In each instance the church is 
addressed as one and undivided. "^ The angel of the church,^^-* 
not the churches, — " of Ephesus;" Rev. ii. 1. "The angel of 
the church in Smyrna;" ii. 8: "the angel of the church at 
Thyatira ; ii. 18 : " the angel of the church in Sardis ;" iii. 1, 
&c. In every instance the address is uniform. The point of 
inquiry now is, whether in this address the Saviour meant to 
intimate that there was a plurality oi ciiwxches, an ecclesiastical, 
diocesan organization? This is a point for Episcopalians to 
prove, not to assume. Light may be thrown on it by comparing 
It with other places where a church is spoken of. The pre* 
sumption is directly against the Episcopalians. It is that the 
Apostles would not organize separate churches in a single city ; 
and that if it were done they would be speciHed as the diurchem* 
Accordingly, we learn that the Apostle organized " a diurch" 
at Cerinth. 1 Cor. i. 1, 2. Thus, also, at Antioch. Acts xiii. 1. 
Thus, also, at Laodicea. Col. iv. 16. And in the epistle to one 
of the very churches under consideration, that at Epiiesus, it is 
mentioned not as the churches of Ephesus, but as the church. 
Acts XX. 28. When Paul addressed this same church in an 
epistle, it was directed, not to the churches, but to the sairUs at 
Ephesus. Eph. i. 1. But where there were distinct churches 

♦ We of course lay out of view, here, the case of the " elders at Ephesus," as 
being already disposed of; and as not being relevant to Dr. Onderdcnk'B argwiieD^ 
•iMce thift tbey wero "clergy at large," is to be proved, not atsumtd. 
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ergmiiied^ there is a tpecifie mention of ike Ciet of ^ phi- 
fftiUy. They are mentioned as being many. Tlios, Acts 
XV. 41 : ^ Paul went through Syria confirming (i. a strength- 
tning, establishing,) the churches." Rom. xvi. 4 : '* The churches 
of the Gentiles." 1 Cor. xvi. 1 : '* The churchee of Galatia. 
Ver. 19 : '• The diurches of Asia. 2 Cor. viii. 1 : " The churches 
u Macedonia. See also, 2 Cor.vUL 19, 23; xi. 8; Gal. i. 22; 
(te¥. L 4. Now it is neither proved that there was a body of 
^ clergy at large," nor that there were separate churches in 
each of those cities ; we ask. What is the force of the argument 
of Dr. Onderdonk from this case ? How does it bear on the 
point at issue 1 What has it to do with the subject ? 

With one or two additional remarks, we shall dismiss this 
poiat The first is, that it cannot be argued from the term 
ongeLf given to those ministers, that they were Episcopal bish- 
ops. That term, as is well known, has no such exclusive appli- 
eabiliiy to a prelate. It b nowhere else applied to the ministers 
of religion ; and its original signification, " a messenger," or its 
usual application to celestial spirits, has no special i^aptedness 
to an Episcopal bishop. An ordinary pastor^ — a messenger 
sent from Gon ; a spiritual guide, and friend of the church, will 
as fully express its sense, as the application to a prelate. With- 
out invidiousness, we may observe, that prelates have not j^siially 
evinced any such extraordinary sanctity, or devotion, as to 
appropriiue this title to themselves alone by prescriptive right 
Our other remark is, that the supposition that these angels 
were pastors of the churches, presbyters on a parity with each 
other, and w^h all others, will fully meet every thing which is 
said of them in the Book of Revelation. This supposition, too, 
will meet the addresses made to them, better than the assump- 
tion that they were prelates. Their union, as Dr. Onderdonk 
remarks, to the church is intimate. ^* The angel is in each case 
identified with his church, and his church with him." Now to 
which does this remark best apply,— to the tender, intimate, 
endearing relation of a pastor with his people ; to the blending 
of their feelings, interests, and destiny, when he is with them 
continually ; when he meets them each week in the sanctuary ; 
when he administers to them the bread of life ; goes into their 
abodes when the^ are afflicted, and attends their kindred, to the 
grave : or does it best apply to the union subsisting between 
the people of an extended diocese, — to the formal, unfrequent, 
and, in many instances, stately and pompous visitations of a 
diocesan bishop; to the kind of connexion formed between a 
people scattered into many churches, who are visited at intervals 
of a year, or more, by one claiming " a superiority in ministerial 
rights and powers," robed in lawn, and perhaps with the crosier 
and mitre, as emblematical of office, state, and power ; who 
must be a stranger to the ten thousand tender lies of endearment, 
which bind as one the hearts of a pastor and his people ? To our 
ihuids it seems clear that the account which Dr. Onderdonk has 
8 
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given of (he " identity" of the angel and the«htireh, applies to 
the lormer, and not to the latter. It speaks the sentiments ol 
our i^art^ as respects the union of a pastor and people. And 
while we would not allow ourselves to speak with disrespect of 
the Episcopal office, we still feel that the language of the 
Saviour, by the mild and gentle John, to the churches of Asia, 
breathes far more of the endearing *4dentity" of the pastoral 
relation, than it does of the comparatively cold, and distant 
functions of one, who, in all other lands but this, has been invested 
with his office by the imposing ceremony of enthroning^ and 
who has borne, less as badges of affection than of authority, the 
crosier and the mitre. 

We have now gone entirely through with the argument of 
Dr. Onderdonk, in proof that there is an order of men superior 
"in ministerial rank and powers." We have intended to do 
justice to his proofs, and wc have presented the whole of them. 

Our readers have aU that Episcopalians rely on from the 
Scriptures, in vindication of the existence of such an order of 
men. It will be remembered that the burden of proof lies on 
tkem. They advance a claim which is indispensable to the 
existence of their ecdesiastical polity. These are the arguments^ 
on which they rely. Whether their arguments justify the lan- 
guage qf assumption which we sometimes hear ; whether they are 
such as to render appropriate the description of all people but 
the members of Episcopal churches, as left to <^ the uncovenanted 
meroies of Gtoo ;"^ whether they are such as to prompt, legiti* 
mately, to a very frequent reference to " the primitive and 
apostolic order" of the ministry ; or to the modest use of the 
term ^ the Church," With an exclusive reference to thefnselves, 
must now be left to the judgment of our readers. 

It was our intention, originidly, to have gone somewhat at 
length into a defence of the. scripture doctrine of ministerial 
parity. But the unexpected length of our article admonishes us 
to close. We are the less dissatisfied with this admonition, because 
we conceive the point already made out If Episcopalians 
cannot make good their claims in reference to their bishop, it 
follows of course that ministers are on an equality. The whole 
argument is concentrated in <Aeir claim* We take our stand 



♦ We do not charge Dr. Onderdonk with having any such views and feelings. 
We have great pleasure in recording bis dissent from the use of such language, and 
from such consequences, p. 6. " An apparently formidable, yet extranedns ditfi* 
culty, often raised, is, tlift Episcopal claims unchurch all Non-episcopal deiiominib> 
tions. JBy the present writer this consequence is not allowed." We simply state 
this, with high gratification. We are happy also that we are not called upon to 
reconcile the admission with the claim set up in this tract, that " the authority of 
Episcopacy is p'^rmanent, down to die present age of the world ;" (p. 40 ;> that the 
obligation of Christians to support bishops, i. e. to conform to Bpiscopecy, is not 
ended ; (p. 40 ;) that of " any two ministries now existing, the former (Episcopacy^ 
is obligatory, to the exclusion ot the latter; (parity, p. 39;) and that the position 
cannot be evaded, tiliat Episcopacy is permanently binding^ * even to the end of thl 
world.' " p. 39. 
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bere; It is admitted on all hands, that there is somewhere in 
the Church a right to ordain. Episcopalians, with stngiilaf 
boldness, in not a few instances'witti professed^ and in all with 
real exolusiveness, maintain that this power lies ordy in the 
bishop. They advance a claim to certain rights and powers ; 
and if that claim is not made out, the argument is at an end. 
The power of ordination must remain with those over whom 
they have set up the power of jurisdiction and control. This 
claim, as we have seen, is not made out. If from the authority 
<^ the New Testament, they cannot succeed in dividing the 
ministers of religion into various ranks and orders, it follows 
that the clerg]^ remain on an equality. 

On this point, also, they are compelled, as we conceive, to 
admit the whole of our argument. So manifest is it, that the 
sacred writers knew of no such distinction ; that they regarded 
lUl ministers of the Gospel as on a level ; that they u^ the 
same name in describing the functions of all ; that they addressed 
all as having the same Episcopal, or pastoral supervision, thai 
the Episcopalians, after no small reluctance, are compelled 
at last to admit it. They are driven to the conclusion that the 
term bishop in the New Testament, does nottna single instance 
designate any such officer as now claims exclusively that title. 
Thus Dr. Onderdonk says, that " thai name f bishop) is iherej 
(i. e. in the New Testament) given to the middle order ^ or prea^ 
byters ; and all that we read in ths New Testament concerning 
^ bishops,^ (including of course the words ' ocerseerSy^ and * over^ 
sight,^ v^ich have t/ie same derivation,) is to be regarded am 
pertaining to thai middle grade. It was after the apo^olie 
iage that the name ' bishop' was taken from the second order 
and appropriated to the first." p. 12. This admission we regard 
a9 of inestimable value. So we believe, and so we teach. We 
insist, therefore, that the name bishop should be restored to its 
primitive standing. If men lay claim to a higher rank than i* 
properly eiroressed in the New Testament by this word, we 
insist that they should assume the name apostles. As they 
regard themselves as the successors of the apostles; as they 
daim that Timothy, Titus, Andronicus, Junia, were called apos* 
tleSf why should not the name be retained? The Christian 
community could then better appreciate the force of their claims, 
and understand the nature of the argument. We venture Ux 
say, that if the name " apostles" were assumed by those who 
olaim that they are their successors. Episcopacy would be soon 
" shorn of its beams," and that the Christian world would dis- 
abuse itself of the belief in the scriptural authority of any such 
class of men. We admit that if " the thing mughV^ (p. 12) were 
to be foimd in the Scriptures, we would not engage^n a contro- 
versy about the mere name. But we maintain that the fact here 
conceded is strong presumptive proof that " the thing sought'^' 
is not there. The name, therefore, is to be given up ; that is 
it is conceded by Episcopalians, that the name bish<4> does not 
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any where in the New Testament designate any such class oi 
men as are now clothed with the Episcopal office. 

We remark, now, that the ththg itself is practically abandoned 
by Episcopalians themselves. If other denominations can be 
true churcJies, (see the remark on p. 6, that the Episcopal claims 
do not " unchurch all Non-episcopal denominations,") then their 
ministers can be true ministers, and their ordinances valid ordi- 
nances. Their ministers may be ordained without the impch 
sition of the hands of " a bishop ;" and thus the whole claim is 
abandoned. For what constitutes *^ Non-episcopal denomina- 
tions'* churches, unless they have a valid ministry, and valid 
ordinances ? Still further. It is probably known to our readers 
that even ordination is never performed in the Episcopal Church 
by the bishop « alone. In the *^Form and Manner of Ordering 
Priests," the following direction is given. **• The bishop with 
the priests [presbyters] presertt, shall lay their hands severally 
up<m the head of every one that receivelh the order of priest- 
hood ; the receivers humbly kneeling, and the bishop saying : 
Receive the Holy Gbost, for the office and work of a priest ia 
the Church of Goo now committed unto thee by the imposition 
of OUR handSj" &c. We know that there is among them a 
difference of opinion about the reason why this is done. One 
portion regard the bishop as the only source of authority.*" The 
other suppose that the presence and act of the presbyters express 
the assent aiul confidence of the churches, and that it is essentia] 
to a valid ordination. But, whichever opinion is maintained, it 
ks, in fact, a Presbyterian ordination. If not, it is an unmeaning 
and idle cerenoony ; and the presence of the presbyters is mere 
pageantry and pomp. 

We have now passed through the argument. Could we enter 
farther into it, we could prove, we think, positively, that there 
were no ministers in the apostolic churches superior to pres- 
byters ^Mn ministerial powers and rights;" and that a pres- 
bytery did actually engage in an ordination, and even in the 
case of Timothy .f But our argument does not require it, nor 
have we room. We have examined the whole of the claims 
of Episcopalians, derived from the New Testament. Our readers 
will now judge of the validity of those claims. We close, as 
Dr. Onderdonk began, by saying, that if the claim is not made 
out on scriptural authority, it has no force, or binding obligation 
en mankind. 

Who can resist the impression, that if the New Testament 
bad been the only authority appealed to in other times. Episco- 
pacy would long since have ceased to urge its claims, and have 
sunk away, with other dynasties and dominations, from the 
notice of mankind V On the basis which we have now examined, 
this vast superstructure, this system which has heretofore spread 
over the entire Christian world, this system which, in some 

* Hooker'! Ecc Pol. book vii f 6. 1 1 Tim. ir. 14. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



fMrMs nt'leMt, has sdvtinced hiost arrogant cTaims, has been 
reared. The world, for ages, has been called to submit to vari- 
ous modifications of the Episcopal power. The world, with the 
single exceptions of the Waldenses and Albigenses, did for ages 
submit to its authority. The prelaticai domination rose on the 
ruins of the liberties of cities, states, and nations, till all tlie 
power of the Christian worhJ was concentrated in the hands of 
one man — '^ the servant of the servants of God !" The exercise 
9f that power in his hands is well known. Equally arrogant 
nave been its claims in other modifications. The authority has 
'^^n deemed necessary for the suppression of divisions and 
'leresies. "The prelates," says Milton, "as they would have it 
thought, are the only tnauls of schism." That power was felt 
.11 the (lays when Puritan piety rose to bless mankind, and to 
advance just notions of civil and religious liberty. Streams of 
^ilood have flowed, and tears of anguish have been shed, and 
housands of holy men have been doomed to poverty, and want, 
«ind imprisonment, and tears, as the result of those claims to 
supremacy and validity in the Church of Goo. Ii may surprise 
our readers to learn, that aU the authority from the Bible which 
could be adduced in favor of these enormous claims, has now 
been submitted to their observation. And we cannot repre»<8 
the melancholy emotions of our hearts, at the thought that such 
power has been claimed, and such domination exercised by man, 
on so slender authority as this ! 

We have little love for controversy — we have none for 
dMuneiation. We have no war to wage with Episcopacy. 
We know, we deeply feel, that much may be said in favor of it, 
apart from the claim which has been set up for its authority 
from the New Testament. Its past history, in some respects, 
makes us weep ; in others, it is the source of sincere rejoicing 
and praise. We cannot forget, indeed, its assumptions of power, 
or hide from our eyes the days of the Papacy, when it clothed 
in sackcloth the Christian world.* We cannot forget the days, 
not few, or unimportant, in its history, when even as a part of 
the Protestant religion, it has brought " a numb and chill stupid- 
ity of soul, an inactive blindness of mind, upon the peofHe by its 
leaden doctrine ;" we cannot forget " the froseen' captivity" of 
the Church, " in the bondage of prelates f* nor can we remove 
from our remembrance the sufferings of the Puritans, and the 
bloody scenes in Scotland. But we do not charge this on the 
Bplscopacy of our times. We do not believe that it is essential 
to its existence. We do not believe that it is its inevitable tend- 
ency. With more grateful feelings, we recall other events of 
its history. We associate it with the brightest and happiest 
days of religion, and liberty, and literature, and law. We 
remember that it was under the Episcopacy that the Church in 
England took its firm stand against the Papacy ; and that this 



•Milton. 

8* 
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dark night oi nges. We remember the name jof Granmer, — 
Cranmer, first, in many respects, among ibe refoTBiers ; that it 
was by his steady and unerring hand, that, under Gop, the pure 
Church of the Saviour was conducted through the agitating and 
distressing times of Henry VIII. We remember that G09 
watched over that wonderful man; that he gave this distin- 
guished prelate access to the heart of one of the most capricious 
cruel, inexorable, blood-thirsty, and licentious oi^sarcbe tb»t 
has disgraced the world ; that God, lor the sake of Cranmer, 
and his Church, conducted Henry, as "by a hook in the nose^" 
and made him faithful to the Arcbtnsbotp of Ca,nterbur^, when 
faithful to none else ; so that, perhaps, the only redeeming irmt 
in the character of ije^ry, is liis fidelity to this first British 
prelate under the Reformation.'*^ The world will not soon lorget 
the names of X«atimer, and Ridley, and Rodg^rs, and Bradford ; 
names associated in the feelings of Christians, with the long 
list of ancient confessors " of whom the world was not 
worthy," and who did honor to entire ages of mankind, by aeal^ 
ing their attachpient to the Son of God on the rack, or aoiid 
the flames. Nor «an we forget that we owe to fipisco^pacy 
that which fills our minds with gratitude and praise, when v« 
look for examples of consecrated talent, and elegant literature 
and humble devoted piety. While men honor elevated C^istiaa 
feeling; while they revere sound learning; while they reader 
tribute to clear ana profound reasoning, they will not forget the 
names of Barro^r and Taylor, of TiUotaon, and i}ooker, iUoA 
Butler ;— and when they think of humble, fwure, aweet, heaveodir 
piety, their minds will recur instinctively to the name of l4aii^ 
ton. Such names, with a host of others, do honor to the ymoM, 
, When we think of them, we have it not in our he^jrts to utti^ 
one word against a Church which luis thus done iionor to our 
race, and to our common Christianity. 

Such we wish Episcopacy* still to he. W^e hjSve tdwayp 
thought that there are Christian minds jand h,earts that woidd 
find more edification in the forms of worship in that C^^rcl^ 
than In ^y other. We regard it as adapted call forth Chrtstiai^ 
energy, tliat migl^t otherwise be dormant. We do not grieve 
that the Church is divided into different denominations, lb 1^ 
who hold essential truth, we bid God speed; and f^r aU #uc^ 
we lift our humble supplications to the God of all mescy, that 
he will make them the means of spreading thje Gospd around 

• It mi^ be proper here to remark, that Cranmer by no means entertained rtie 
modem nevm of the scriptural anthoritjr of biabope. He wotdd not have coincided 
with the clairaa of the tract which is now passing nnder our review. He m^intaioed 
*< that the appointment to spiritual offices belongs indi^erent^ to bishops, to princes 
or to the people, according to the pressm^ of existing circumstances. He affirmed 
Ms •riginml identUy ofbifihopa and pr6abf/t9r»; and eentended that BotMng mora 
than mere election, or appointment, is essential to the sacerdotal office, withofir«eii» 
fecratioD or any other solemnity.—Xe Bat' Life of Cranmer, vd. i. p. 19/. 
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the globe. We oaraelYes could live and labor in friendlineaa 
and love, in the bosom of the Episcopal Church. While we 
have an honest preference for another department of the great 
field of Christian action ; while providential circumstances, and the 
suggestions of our own hearts and minds, have conducted us to 
a different field of labor; we have never doubted that many of 
the purest flames of devotion that rise from the earth, ascend 
from the altars of the Episcopal Church, and that many of the 

Sorest spirits that the earth contains, minister at those altars, or 
reathe forth their prayers and praises in language consecrated 
by the use of piety for centuries. 

We have but one wish in regard to Episcopacy. We wish 
her not to assume arrogant claims. We wish her not to utter 
the language of denunciation. We wish her to follow the 
guidance of the distinguished minister of her Church, whose 
book we are reviewing, in not attempting to '* unchurch" other 
denominations. We wish her to fall in with, or to go in advance 
of others, in the spirit of the age. Our desire is that she may 
become throughout, — as we rejoice she is increasingly becom- 
ing, — the warm, devoted friend of revivals, and missionary 
operations. She is consolidated ; well marshalled ; under an 
efficient system of laws ; and pre-eminently fitted for powerful 
action in the field of Christian warfare. We desire to see her 
what the Macedonian phalanx was in the ancient army ; with 
ber dense, solid organization, with her unity of movement, with 
)wr power of maintaining the position which she takes; and 
with her eminent ability to advance the cause of sacred learn- 
ing, and the love of order and of law, attending or leading all 
other churches in the conquests of redemption in an alienated 
world. We would even rejoice to see her who was first in the 
field at the Reformation in England, first, also, In the field, when 
the Son of Goo shall come to take to himself his great power ; 
and whatever positions may be assigned to other denominations, 
we have no doubt that the Episcopal Church is destined yet to 
be, throughont, the warm friend of revivals, and to consecrate 
her wealth and power to the work of making a perpetual aggres- 
sion on the territories of sin and of death* 

Concerning tho opinion of Cranmer, given at the foot of the 
opposite page, Le Bas adds, " But whatever might be the source 
or the notions here expressed by him, it is perfectly clear that he 
did not long retain this system of opinions.'' 
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'EPISCOPACY TESTEP BY SCRIPTURE'' 



OoR readers will recollect that at various periods since this 
tract first appeared, now more than three years ago, we have 
reminded all concerned that it had not been answered. At length, 
however, a champion appears, to take up the gauntlet thrown 
down, and do battle for — really we cannot say for what — 
but against the claims of Episcopacy. He advances to the 
field with the courtesy of a perfect knight, saying so many 
civil things of bis opponent, that we regret that the withholding 
of his name deprives us of the opportunity of being personally 
courteous in return. This, however, we can see, though his 
armor is closed, and this we say with unfeigned gratification, 
that he is a gentleman of elevated feelings and honorable 
principles. 

And now to the discussion. The Reviewer has fixed upon one 
point in the line of argument in the tract, and on it directed his 
main attack. Our reply must, of course, correspond. First, 
however, we offer some preliminary observations. 

Because the author of the tract* rested the claims of Episco- 
pacy finally on Scripture — because he fills a high ofRce in the 
Church — and because the tract is issued by so prominent an 
Episcopal institution as the ** Press," the Reviewer seems to 
think that Episcopalians are now to abandon all arguments not 
drawn directly from the holy volume. Not at all. The author 
of the tract, in his sermon at the consecration of the four bishops 
in October, 1832, advocated Episcopacy, besides on other 
grounds, on that of there being several grades of ofiSce in the 
priesthoods of all religions, false as well as true, and in all civil 
magistracies and other official structures, — and, in his late charge, 
he adverted to the evidence in its favor contained in the fathers. 
And the " Press," at the time it issued the tract, issued also with 
it, in the " Works on Episcopacy," those of Dr. Bowden and 
Dr. Cooke, which embrace the argument at large. There is no 
reason, therefore, for thinking that, however a single writer 
may use selected arguments in a single publication, cither he or 
other Episcopalians will (or should} narrow the ground they 

*BIAo^&U.OttdflrdMik. 

C93> 

Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



94 ANSWER TO A RfiVIEW OP 

have usually occupied. The fathers are consulted on this 
subject, because the fabric of the ministry which they describe 
forms an historical basis for interpreting Scripture. And gene- 
ral practice, in regard to distinct grades among officers, throws 
a heavier burden of disproof on those whose interpretations are 
adverse to Episcopacy : this latter topic we shall again notice 
before we close. 

Th« reviewer think» that, ki dificussing the exclusive claims 
of Episcopacy, " the burden of proof lies wholly on its friends.'-' 
But the correctness of this assertion depends on the sense in 
which the phrase " burden of proof" is 'taken. In a loose way, 
it may be said that the burden of proof so far lies on him who 
advances a proposition, L e. on him who happens to make the 
first assertion in any given discussion, as that he must adduce 
arguments for his opponents to reply to ; and it is sometimes 
one of tile arts of controvertists to mancBUvre upon this rule. 
But the rule is only technical : it may further an orderly discus- 
sion, but it does nothing more toward the development of truth. 
We suppose the reviewer to mean this sense of the phrase, as 
he speaks of nothing more than tlte ** specific assertion" of the 
tract 'y but, iii this sense, the tract fulfilled its duty in giving 
proofs. The " burden of proof" has, hawever, a meaning far 
more important. It is the opposite of the " presumptive argu- 
ment." In some cases, the presumptive argument is clear, and 
it holds its ground till disproved ; and in such a controversy, 
the burdeji of proof is a burden indeed. In other cases, it is 
doubtful on which side the presumptive argument lies, and then 
it is a waste of time to talk about the burden of proof. Does the 
reviewer think that the presumptive argument is dear^^ against 
the exokMive claims of Episcopacy ? Let him go to Ignatius, in 
the age next the apostolic, and read about the " bishop^ pres- 
byters, and deacons" — he puts on such language a Presbyterian 
construction— while Episcopalians put on it theirs; does this 
give him a clear presumption? Does it throw the burden of 
proof on us? Let him go to the period when the Reformation 
began — then all the Christian world was Episcopal — he excepts, 
though we do not, the Waldenses ; does this grand fact give a 
presumption against Episcopacy? Let him, again, look on 
Christendom now, and estimate the majority of Episcopalians 
as he pleases — a vast majority it is^ by any estimate ; does he 
ffnd in such a state of things any clear consideration that throws 
the burden of proof on the exclusive advocates of the Episcopal 
ministry? We judge not We rather think it would not be 
difficult to show that this " burden," so far as these topics may 
be allowed to decide it, lies upon the impugners of EpiscopaC3% 
We therefore most' respectfully suggest to the reviewer, that it 
probalAp lies — on a minority in controversy with a majority, i. e. 
on Non-episcopalians--on those who ten Episcopacy at the 
Reformation--on those who, to make Ignatius interpret the- 
Scriptures relating to the ministry as thef do^ addnoii Md lad 
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•r eridcnce, or even the histarical chain of pioof, btit Bierdy 
their^own interpretation of those Scriptures^ as the key to 
Ignatius. 

We were much pleased to find the reviewer agreeing, in the 
main at least, to the exclusion of extraneous arguments from 
this controversy, as proposed and largely insisted on in the 
tract — " to most of the observations under these several heads, 
ive give our hearty assent." Yet such is human forgetfulness, 
in even the best of men, that he strays once or oftener into 
every one of these extraneous or inconclusive arguments, as a 
few exemplifications, under the heads given in the tract, will 
show. 1. The notion that Episcopacy is adverse to civil free- 
dom, is extraneous and irrelevant : does the reviewer " assent" 
to excluding this notion ? He says, " If the New Testament had 
been the only authority appealed to in other times. Episcopacy 
would long since have .... sunk away with other dynasties 
and domincUions, from the notice of mankind." 2. Another 
extraneous argument is the accusation that Episcopalians are 
not pious enough: does the reviewer " assent" to putting this 
imputation out of view? He says of Episcopacy, in certain 
former periods, "Even as a part of the Protestant religion, it 
has brought ^a numb and chill sttmidity of sotd, an inactive 
blindness of mind, upon the people, oy its leaden doctrine ;' we 
cannot forget * the frozen captivity' of the Church, * in the 
bondage of prelates.' " 3. That the external appointments of 
Christianity are of inferior moment, is, argues the tract, another 
irrelevant matter: does the reviewer "assent" to having this 
plea set aside ? He says, " We regard it as a matter of very 
little moment, in what particular church the spirit is prepared 
for its eternal rest." 4. That some Episcopalians unchurch the 
Non-episcopalian denominations, is an extraneous argument: 
does the reviewer " assent" to keeping it out of the discussion 1 

He says, "Whether their arguments are such as to 

render appropriate the description of all people but the members 
of Episcopal Churches, as left to ' the uncovenanted mercies of 
God ;' whether they are such as to prompt, legitimately, ... to 
the modest use of the term ' the Church,' with an exclusive 
reference to themselves,* must now be left to the judgment of 
our readers." 5. Referring to authorities, on either side, who 
are thought to have contradicted themselves, is, according to the 
tract, irrelevant, extraneous, and even futile : does the reviewer 
"assent?" He adduces the opinions of Cranmer, concerning 
"the* original identity of bishops and presbyters," •and that 
neither ** consecration,*nor any other solemnity," is essential to 
make a minister of Christ; while yet Cranmer sanctioned our 
Ckdinai, which declares that God " appointed divers orders of 
ministers in the Church ;" and which decrees that no man shall 



* Twice, in hw seeond psragraph, the reviewer uses Uie term **the Church,** 
wkhrCpipiMntlyt •» ejBeliUMr» rcftnMoe to Pre>byt«rifta» 
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officiate " in lhi« Church," without "Episcopal consecration of 
ordination ;" contradiction enough, we apprehend, to set aside 
Cranmer's authority on this point. 6. The tract argued tliat a 
scriptural ^^hiut or intiwation^^ was enough, in mailers of a 
permanent kind, without an explicit command, and that to argue 
otherwise is inconchisive: does the reviewer "assent "to this? 
He asks repeatedly for "explicit proof" of Episcopacy, and 
thinks that Episcopalians caii do nothing without it. Thus, in 
regard io all the six arguments set aside in the tract, the excision 
of which was " assented " to, "mostly " indeed, yet " heartily," 
by tiie reviewer, he has been so unfortunate as to forget him- 
self, and employ the mutually condemned weaptftis. We do not 
say that he has employed them unkindly, or, any but the last of 
Uie six, as essential to his cause; all we remark is, that those 
who " assent " to that preliminary portion of the tract ought not to 
use them at all. These topics are valueless to the sound reasonef 
— among the weaker brethren, some of them are apt to produce 
irritation. 

Another preliminary remark may be offered. The reviewer 
takes no side on the question of valid ordination. Judging from 
his very flattering notice of the Episcopal Church, he may bean 
Episcopalian in principle, on the ground of expediency. Judg- 
ing from the periodical in which his review appears, he may be 
a Congregationalisl in sentiment, and may regard lay orders as 
good. Judging from his writing against the tract, which argues 
only against a Presbyterian ministry, "passing by the feeble 
claim of lay-ordination," he may be a Presbyterian. Kul he 
makes no profession of his opinion on this subject. He says ; — 
"The question after all might be, whether it was the design of 
the Apostles to estal^lish any particular form of church govern- 
ment," including, of course, any particular rule of ordination — 
and he adds, " This question we do not intend to examine now, 
neither do we design to express any opinion on it." Now he 
has a right, if he chooses, in attacking other opinions, to reserve 
his own ; but it is much the same right that a rifleman has to flght 
behind a tree — it is a lawful act, but not indicative of peculiar 
valor. In the pursuit of abstract truth, the sentiments of the 
investigators are little to the purpose. But when a question has 
immediate reference to practical arrangements, it is strictly rele- 
vant to ask an objector to any one system, what system he proposes 
as a substitute ; because the issue, when practical, is a complex 
one, including not only the questions raised upon the system 
attacked, 4)Ut those also that may occur concerning the one 
brought forward in its place. To oppole one plan, and yet 
name no other, is not to treat the matter .praciically. The 
reviewer says, " If Episcopalians cannot make good their claims 
in reference to the bishop, it follows of course that all ministers 
are on an equality." True, but it does not f<»llow that all called 
ministers cLfe such ; the Question would still be open between 
presbyterian ordination, la> -ordination^ election to the nunistry 
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vMktmk ordiatlien or laying^ on of hands, and assmmng the 
of&ce withoiit either election or ordination. Let any one duly 
concider the respective principles of the tract and the review, 
concerning good order in the Church— the one presents a sys- 
tein for maintaining it, the other opposes that system, yet offers 
none whatever in its place, it leaves the ministrv open to any 
and every claimant, — let any one, we say, consider thit differ- 
ence between the two productions, and then determine whether 
the tract and its system have not been allowed to hold a 
materiid advantage by this indecision or this reserve of tiie 
reviewer. 

While on this point, we must notice a contradiction, or some- 
thing very like one, into which the reviewer has fallen. In one 
paragraph, " It would not prove Episcopacy to be of divine 
origin, could its friends show that Presbyterianism is unfounded 
in the Scriptures ; or that Congregationalism has no claims to 
support ; or that Independency is unauthorized ; or even that 
lay-ordination is destitute of direct support" — yet, in another 
paragraph, " It is admitted on all hands, that there Is somewhere 
in the Church a ri^ht to ordain." Now^ a right to ordain is a 
divine right, be it exercised as it may : if Scripture is so inter- 

greted as to ^ive that right to laymen, or to presbyters, or to 
ishops, the right is rest^ on Scripture, whether its support be 
"direct" or indirect; and, if sustained by Scripture, it is of 
"divine origin." The reviewer declares this right to exist 
" somewhere in the Church." Yet he argues that if all kinds of 
ordination were overturned except the Episcopal, it would not 
prove the latter to be of " divine origin." In other words, he 
argues that all sorts of ordinations may be without authority,, 
and so the right to ordain exists nawTierCy while yet it does exist 
somewhere. If the reviewer denies this conclusion from his 
premises, he must speak more {)lainly concerning "lay-ordina- 
tion," and say whether it has " indirect support" in Scripture. 
For ourselves, we think that if there be an ordaining power ^ 
somewhere, yet not in either of the other alleged places of' 
deposit, it miut be in the bishops. 

And now we proceed to the main objections to the tract, as , 
urged by the reviewer. These relate to two points. L The as- ' 
sertion, in the tract, " That the Apostles ordained,, all agree." 
2. The inference or assumption, in the tract — after stating the 
distinction between ^ the apostles and elders," and after show- 
i^ff that this distinction did not arise from other causes — " It 
follows, therefore, or will not at least be questioned, that the 
apostles were distinguished from the elders because they w^jre 
superior to them in ministerial power and rights," ' 

1. To the assertion, " That the apostles ordained, alT agre»e,* 
the reviewer objects, " If this means any thing to the purpose, 
It means that they ordained as apostles; or that they were set 
apart to the apostolic office for the purpose of ordaining:" /%«- 
ttna lentej not too fast. EpiscOpahans believe undoubtedly that 
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they ordained ^' as apostles," and that they were " iat apart 
for the purpose of ordaining," besides other purposes, fiat 
neither of these points were involved in that portton of the 
argument of the tract — where the fact that the apostles 
ordained was mentioned merely as a fact, without regard to 
the why or how. This mere fact was assumed, as agreed to by 
all ; yet it was proved also from Scripture, on a subsequent page. 
Then followed the next proposition in the train, " That elders 
(presbyters) did [ordainj, we deny" — which second proposition 
is made good as the tract proceeds — nor does the reviewer gain- 
say it, upon evidence, though he ' thinks' he could, ^ if his argu- 
ment required it, or if he had room.' Here, let our readers 
recollect, that the argument of the tract is with Presbyterians 
only, not with those who maintain lay>-orders, and that it was ol 
course unnecessary to deny that laymen ordained. The facts 
relating to Episcopacy and parity were first to be ascertained, as 
the basis of the argument — the structure to be erected on that 
basis was a different affair. And the two great facts, that apos- 
tles ordained, and that presbyters did not, were so sufficiently 
ascertained in the tract, that the reviewer does not controvert 
either of them, by stating facts of a contradictory sort To the 
facts only should attention be given in the first place, and no 
construction or reasoning should be intermixed with the develop- 
ment of them. If, after this development of facts, it should be 
argued or denied that the apostles ordained " as apostles," or 
were set apart for that " purpose" among others, very well— only 
let the assertion or denial wait till the foundation is laid. 

The tract, in the portion of it under consideration, draws no 
inference from the two facts mentioned, bat proceeds to an 
entirely drfferent line of argument to prove ministerial imparity. 
It quotes the exjjression, from the record of the council held at 
Jerusalem, " apostles and elders," and asserts that it shows the 
two sets of persons so named to have been as distinct from each 
other, as were the laity from both, in the passage " apostles, and 
elders, and brethren'^ — and from the former, in the passage 
" apostles and brethren"— adding, " apostles were therefore one 
class, and elders another class, just as the laity were a third 
class." This seems clear enough, nor does the reviewer ques- 
tion it. The tract then proceeds to show, that the apostles were 
not thus distinguished because appointed by Christ personally 
— nor because they had seen our Lord after his resurrection — nor 
onlu (as the tract further states, though the reviewer forgets that 
it does so,) because they Were special witnesses of that event— 
nor because they worked miracles— for sustaining all which 
IMToposhions reasons are given. It then draws the conclusion, 
that the apostles were thus distinguished from the elders becanse 
they were " superior to them in ministerial power and rights." 
Thw is the line of argument which introduces the reasoning 
against parity. And it beings us to the second of the main 
objections to the tract, offered by the reviewer. 
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&- III btkifhig' thw porthm of the Eptscopsi argu i wg nt o the 
iDference mentioned, apostolic {^e^minence, the author of the 
tfact saya — " It follows, therefore, Lfroin the pretniaes just enu- 
naerat^)] or at least will not be questioned, that the apostles 
were superior to the elders in ministerial power and rights." 
Here are two assertions — " it follows" — " or it will not be ques- 
tioned"-— either is sufficient for the reasoning of the tract. 

The assertion " it follows," means, of course, ' if the previous 
statement ht^ds good ;' aiMi that in this case the inference is 
Just, the reviewer does not controvert And it would be difficult 
to €k> so ; for, so far as we recollect, every other point in which 
distinction could even plausibly be claimed for the apostles, had 
been set aside by the tract, (as the reader will see in our para- 
graph next but one above,) leaving only the one distiuction of 
'*^ ministerial" superiority. The iitference, therefore, that this 
was the distinction implied in the expression ^ apostles and 
elders," is neither forced nor unreasonable, it follows justly from 
the premises stated. And when it is considered that the distinc- 
tion was made in an ecclesiastical council, it will be acknow- 
ledged that this ground for it was the most natural one that could 
be assigned. 

But it was important to add, that the ministerial superiority of 
the apostles " windd not be questioned,^ Yet here the reviewer* 
is all astonishment ! Here is a link of straw in the argument of 
the tract, whatever be the material of the rest of the chain ! 
What ! trust any portion of the proof of Episcopacy to an asser- 
tion that '^ will not be questioned !" Even so : the author of the 
tract has been guilty of this most egregious oversight, and he 
must submit to the due c^stigation. We shall see. But first lei 
the reviewer speak for himself. 

'^ He next attempts to show, that tfiis distinction [between 

* apostles and elders'] was not made because they [the apostles] 

* were appointed by Christ personally,' nor because * they had 
seen our Lord^ after his resurrection ;' nor ' because of their 
power of working miracles :' and then the writer adds, ^ It fol- 
Idws, therefore, or wUl not at least be questioned,^ — a qualifica- 
tion which, by the way, seems to look as if the writer had hioft- 
self no great confidence in the conscicutiveness of the demon- 
stration, — ' that the apostles were distinguished from the elders 
because they were superior to them in ministerial power and 
rights.' This is the argument, and this is the whole of it. On 
the making out of this point, depends the stupendous fabric of 
Bpis^pttey. Here is the corner-stone on which rests the 
claims of bii^ps ; this the position on which the imposing and 



• At this point of our manuscript we receive a copy of the Review, separate from 
the rest of the periodical in which it appeared, and entitled "Examination of 'Epia- 
edpaey Tested by Scripture.* " We ouifht therefore, perliaps, to say '* examiner,** 
imtMd of " Fcyiewar." Bat as the latter word is eommonly tned in waak wrtielefl 
im th« present, we retain it. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



IIO nivvntTaA 

iiri^hty wiww wti a cHirg htm been re«red« Our reatarwili j^ 
with us In our amatereent, tbat this point ba* not bem maim 
ottt with a clearer deduetion of argtsvuema^ than soeh as were 
fitted to lead to the ambiguous eo»du8ion<^^ ft foUows^tlMre* 
fore, or .' »* 

Now, what will be the reviewer's " amaientent," when we^ 
assure him that *< this is the whole of his argunieni'^ afiectutf 
the tract ! Yet such is the case : for the reaeoninfs, ^rotigbout 
his article, are much the same with.those usually brought against 
Bpiscopacy ; and where not the same, they are bo much mtima 
the former ground, which the tract left far behind in proceeding 
with its inductive demonstration, as we deem it, of that form of 
the ministry. No one, for three years, Inrought those <dd reason- 
ings against the tract — no one, till the reviewer fancied he had 
discovered a weak spot in it, and might therefore reprodui^ 
some of them with efl^. Here^ then, is the grand — we may smy 
the one point of contest ; for if we can make good oar cause 
here, we may leave the rest of the old matter of the review, or 
so much of it as we please, where it has reposed for three yeanu 
The preeent is only a start in its slumben 

" Amazement !" Does the reviewer deny the assertion, that 
<^it will not be questioned that the apostles were supertor to the 
elders in ministerial power and rights?^' we should be "^amased^ 
if he did — ought we to be " amazed" that he neither denies nor 
allows it? His uninitiated rewlers, however, will understand 
his article a» contradicting the tract on this point* Be says, 
indeed, with Non-episeopal writers generally, that the apostles 
heid only an extraordinary and temporary power over other 
miuMters; but this is not the point in that portion of the argu- 
ment of the tract; which was only -to show ibe fad that the 
apostles vfere superior to them, leaving to subsequent iirvesUga 
tion to decide whether this superiority was temporary or not 
extraordinary or not. Is it not, then, a fact, that the ^oMles 
were " superior to the ciders in ministerial power and rights?' 
was it not fair to say, that this assertion would "not be f»e»- 
tiened V* To settle this matter we shall adduee Non*episcopal 
authorities, and m suflteient number, we trust, to saibf^ our 
readers; merely addin«, that we do not recoDed any wbo 
'^question'' it, unless they question or draiy also an ordained 
minislry-Hinless they are other than Presbyteritms (proper,) 
with wtiom only the tract was in controversy. 

In substantiating this assertion by the authorities we iiiaii 
qnole^ we apprize our readers thi* they inclwie " evangriisCs" 
with the apostles, and that they regard the superior poweie of 
both as extraordinary and temporary. Their allowing rights 
over the clergy to evangelists, shows that they did not regard 
those rights as confined to the thirteen principal Aposiles— 
which is something for Episcopacy. Their opinion that these 
righto were extraordinary and transient, has no bearing on the 
simpleyact that they existed. With the Non^episoopal tone Of 
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fact, nothing to do. 

The late Dr, WUson, " But it so happeno^ that the conformity 
im dttHes between the diocesan bishop and the apostle and 
primitive evangelist ; and the contrast of the oversight of an 
iadividiia} church by its pre8b3rter8, with an Episcopate in after 
ages ; are now adopted as arguments to prove, contrary to the 
verity of facts, that diocesan bishops are actually the successor* 
in q^u:e of the apostles and evangelists, and not of the presby- 
ters in the churches." (p. 252.) That is, the apostles and evan- 
gelists lieid an "office" the '^duties" of which conformed to 
those of diocesan bishops ; of course they were superior to pres- 
byters in ministerial power and rights. Again, speaking of the 
office ol Timothy, as an evangelist, " This office was superior 
to that of pastors even teachers." (p. 259.) Again : " There is 
little more propriety in bringing the apostolic office down to a 
level with that of presbyters or bishops, or of elevating the latter 
to the grad?of the former, than of supposing every governor an 
aiderman, or every alderman a governor of a state, because 
commissk)ned by such." (p. 268.) 

Dr, Miller. *' It is evident, from the whole tenor of Scripture, 
that the apostolic character was swperior to that of the evan- 
gelists: and Paul, especially, always addresses Timothy and 
Titus in a style of authority?^ Again, " We hold that all the 
authority over other ministers, with which the apostles and 
evangel^ts were vested, was extraordinary, and necessarily 
arose from the sacred canon not being yet complete, and the 
Church not yet settled." (pp. 107, 108, 1st edit.) That is: the 
elders were inferior to the evangelists in " vested" authority, and 
these inferior to the apostles — greatly superior then must the 
apostles have been to the elders in " vested" authority — so " we 
hold," says Dr. Miller, we Presbyterians. To this eminent 
divine, then, the author of the tract may transfer the responsi- 
Iwlity of saying, that " the ministerial superiority of the apostles 
will not questioned," by that denomination, — their "vested" 
facial superk)rity.* 

Dr, CampbelL " No doubt they [the apostles] may be styled 
bishops w overseers, but in a sense very different from that in 
which it is applied to the inspector [presbytei^bishop] over the 
inhabttants of a particular district. They were universal bishops ; 
the whole Church, or rather, the whole earth was their obargCy 
and they were all colleagues one of another." (p. 77.) 

MaMhew Henry, "The qffkers which Christ gave to his- 
Church were of two sorts; extraordinary ones, advanced to a 
higher office in the Church; such were apostles, prophets, and 
evangelists. The apostles were chief And then there 



* W« have aaoMwhat Miplified dik pangradk in Uie reprkit to ghn us tW 
benefit of Dr. M?Uer*e name against the Biblical heperlory fox April, 183& 
9* 
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•re ordimtry ministers, employed in a lower or narrower sphere^' 
as pastors and teachers." (On Eph. iv. 11.) 

The Divines who argued with Charles /., in the Isle of Wight 
" Those that would carry it (Episcopacy) higher, endeavored to 

imp it into the apostolical office and so the apostolical 

office, (excepting the gifts, or enablements confessed only extra- 
ordinary) is brought d^mn to be Episcopal, and the Episcopal 
raised np to be apostolical. Whereupon it follows that the 
highest officers in the Church are put into a lower orb ; an 
extraordinary office turned into an ordinary distinct office, con- 
founded with that which in the Scripture is not found, a tempo- 
rary and an extinct office revived." (p. 6.) In other words, those 
divines allow tlie official, i. e. the " ministerial" superioiity of 
the apostles over presbyters to have been even greater than that 
claimed by bishops — but this latter claim they reject. 

Calvin, " So those twelve individuals, whom the Lord chose 
to promulgate the first proclamation of his Gospel to the world, 
preceded ail other in order and dignity." Again ; "By * evan- 
gelists' I understand those who were inferior to the apostles in 
dignity, but next to them in office^ and who performed similar 
functions." (Inst. b. 4, c. 3, s. 4, 6.) 

Thus, from Calvin downward, it is proved to be the beliel of 
Presbyterians, as is asserted in the tract, that " the apostles witc 
distinguished from the elders because they were suptrior to 
them in ministerial power and rights." No Presbyterian, in tite 
proper sense of the appcllalioii, "questions" it — none that we 
know of— though some, into whom we have just looked, are not 
explicit on this particular point. As to this superiority having 
been part of the extraordinary prerogative of the thirteen Apos- 
tles, we refer to the tract itself, where it is shown that the pre- 
eminence of certain officers in the Church over elders is recog- 
nised in other individuals, and as perpetual. We may add a 
word or two, on this point, as we proceed. 

So far, then, the tract is safe: nay, those who are versed in 
the Episcopal controversy will think this part of our labor 
supererogatory; but many, we are sorry to say, know little of 
the argument concerning this branch ot the institutions of our 
Lord — and these may learn that there was no cause for the 
" amazement"- of the reviewer. 

We have now further to remark, that the reviewer says that 
the passage we quoted from him contains the "whole" argu- 
ment of the tract on the point just discussed. This is an over- 
sight. The tract, at this very point, referred to a previous note, 
whieh reads thus: — 

" That the Apostles alone ordained will be proved. In I Cor. 
iv. 19-21 ; V. 3-55 2 Cor. il. «; vii. 12; x. 8; xiii. 2, 10; and 
1 Tim. i. 20, are recorded inflictions and remissions o( discipline 
performed by an Apostle, or threatenings on his part, although 
there must have been elders in Corinth, and certainly were in 
Ephesus." (Tract, p. 12.) 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



EPIseOPMnr TUl'lil> BT fOMFlUllE. lOT 

This note, as referring to seTeral passages of Scrip tur e , aNmld 
be considered as part of the argument of which the reriewer 
inadvertently says, he gives ^*the whole of it" — the argument, 
In the tract, for the ministeHal superiority of apostles over 
elders. Let us examine this note in detail, and see how much 
proof to this effect it condenses in a few lines. 

There must have been elders in Corinth when the epistles 
were written to them. We prove thts by the language of Paul 
^— " As a wise master builder I have laid the foundation, and 
another build eth thereon." We prove it by the language, hyper- 
bolical indeed in the number, yet decisive of the fact — '* Though 
ye have ten ihouaand inatructers in Christ." We prove it by 
the language, i:i reference to the right of the clergy to be mnin- 
tained by their flocks — " If others be partakers of this power 
over you, ere not we ratlier ?" We prove it by the fact that 
the ^' Lord^s Supper " was celebrated in that church, which 
required an elder, at the least. We prove it by the language, 
roncerning some of the Corinthian teachers — " Are they miniS' 
tera q/* Christ ..... I am more." Not only then do' we say, 
with the author of the tract, '^ there must have been elders in 
Corintft," but we assert it positively, there were, at the time Paul 
wrote the two epistles to that church. 

Yety without noticing these elders in the matter, so far as the 
epistles show, though they doubtless were noticed and consulted 
as much as courtesy and their pastoral standing made proper — 
without putting the matter into their hands, or even passing it 
through their hands, Paul threatens, inflicts, and remits disci' 
pline among the people of their charge. This is a " ministerial " 
act. And Paul's doing it himself, instead of committing it lo 
the elders, shows that he, an apostle, was " superior to them in 
ministerial power and rights." This conclusiGn is unavoidable, 
if the fact be sustained. Let us then look toxhe fact— our readers, 
we trust, will accompany us patiently. 

" But / will come to you shortly, if the Lord will, and will 
know, not the speech of them which are puffed up, but the 
power. 

For the kingdom of Goo is not in word, but in power. 

What will ye 7 shall /come to you with a rod, or in love, and 
in the spirit of meekness?" (1 Cor. iv. 19-2L) 

Here is " power" and " a rod," to be exercised under Goo's 
" kingdom " or sovereignty, and bv one man, an apostle, if those 
who were "puffed up" did not humble themselves. Here is 
church discipline threatened, not by or through the elders, but 
by an apostle individually, and with the rod in his hands. 

"For / verily, as absent in body but present in spirit, have 
judged (in the margin determined) already, as though I were 
present, concerning him that hath so done this deed. 

In the name of our Lord Jesos Christ, when ye are gathered 
together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesos 
Christ, 
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To dether waeh a one tmta SaUtn (br the dmtmetim of Hie 
lleflhf thai the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jebob.'* 
(1 Cor. T. 8-5.) 

Here is an act of church discipline, nothing less than excom* 
munication ; and who inflicts it ? the elders at Corinth ^ By bo 
means. Paul does it The Apostle "judges" and determines 
to << deliver to Satan " the unworthy Christian — and to do if 
when that church, and " his spirit " were assembled togethoTi 
himself being in that sense present when his sentence was exe^ 
cuted. Who read his sentence in the assembly, we are no€ 
informed ; probably one of the elders. Who ejected the man 
personally, if that mode of executing the sentence was added to 
the reading of it^ we are not told. It is enough tiiat the " judg^ 
ment," the decision, the authority for the discipline, was that of 
an apostle alone, and evinced his superiority, in ministerial 
functions^ to the elders of that church. The excommuntcation 
led, of course, to the exclusion of the man from the friendship 
and kind offices of the brethren ; and this ia called his ^ punish- 
ment inflicted of many,'- in the passage we are next to quote. 

'^Suflleient to such a man is this punishment, which wa9 
inflicted of many. 

To whom ye forgive any thing, /forgive also ; for if /forgave 
any thing, to whom / forgave it, for your sakes forgave I it in 
the person q^ Christ." (2 Cor. ii. 0, la) 

Here is a remission of discipline, not by the eiders, but by an 
apostle ; he pronounces the punishment to be " sufficient." The 
brethren forgive the scandal of the man's conduct, be having 
become penitent ; and Paul forgives him, by removing the sen- 
tenca They forgave as men and fellow Christians — ^he forgave 
" in the person of Christ." 

With such illustrations of an apostle^s power to threaten di»- 
cipline, to inflict diseipline, and to remit discipline, we shall 
understand the force of the other passages in the epistles to the 
Corinthians,* referred to in the note we have quoted fVom the 
tract. 

" Wherefore, though I wrote unto you, I did it not for his 
cause that had done the Mrrong, nior for his cause that suffered 
wrong, but that our care for you in the sight of God might appear 
unto you." (2 Cor. vii. 12.) 

^But though I should bos^t somewhat nsore of otir authoriiy^ 
(which the Lord hath given us for edification, and not for your 
oestruction,) I should not be ashamed." (2 Cor. x. 8:) 

"I told 3rou before, and foretell you, aa if I were present the 
second time ; and being absent, now I write to them whidl here- 
t^bre have sinned^ and to aU other^ that if I come again / will 
not spare." 

" Therefore I write these things being absent, lest being present 
/should use shar^csa, according to the power which the Lord 
bath given me to edification, and not to destruction." (2 Cor. 
xiii. 2, 10.) 
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So much for ttie CoHnthian chureh and its el^rs. The 
reviewer was certainly mistaken when he said he had given 
" the argument " of the tract, " the whole of it," for the assertion 
that " the apostles were distinguished from the elders because 
they were superior to them in ministerial power and rights." 
He gave but a fraction of it. 

Now turn we to the further proof of that assertion, alluded to 
in the tract, in the case of the church at Ephesus. There '^ cer- 
tainly were" elders in Ephesus, when Paul wrote the first epistle 
to Timothy. We prove this fact from the language, '^ That thou 
inigbtest charge some that they ie<ich no other doctrine:" 
teachers then there were in that church, public teachers, author- 
ized teachers, and such are not the ruling elders or deacons of 
parity, nor, (except under the bishop's license,) the deacons of 
Episcopacy ; therefore both these parties, the only ones con- 
cerned with the tract, must agree that they " certainly " were 
elders or presbyters. We prove it by the Apostle's condemna- 
tion *of Hymeneus and Alexander, for " making shipwreck con- 
cerning faith," i. e. making shipwreck in teaching the faith, 
teaching it publicly and with authority — and these teachers 
were elders, for the reasons just given. We prove it also from 
the fact that there were elders at Ephesus, when Paul said to 
them, in Acts xx., " Grievous wolves sliall enter in among you 
. . . also of your own selves shall men arise, spetking perverse 
things;" Paul thus declaring that the false teaching at Ephesus 
would be by elders, and would occur afterward, it not having 
occurred as yet: that the false teaching would be by elders, 
seems decisive in favor of the assertion that the false teaching 
there was by elders, as we have just maintained : that the false 
teaching was yet to occur, when there were already elders in 
Ephesus addressed by Paul, in Acts xx., is proof that that church 
had its elders when this evil indoctrination had occurred, which 
was the case when Paul first wrote to Timothy, as our extracts 
feom that epistle show. This latter argument we consider final : 
the epistle enumerates, as errors then existing there, "fables, 
endless genealogies, swerving from charity and faith to vain 
jangling, questions and strifes of words, perverse disputings of 
men of corrupt minds and destitute of the truth, profane and 
vain babblings, and oppositions of science falsely so called ; " 
yvmn^s, perhaps gnosticism, as Hammond argues. This was the 
state of things at Ephesus, when Paul wrote tfaescpistle. But 
when he addressed the "elders," in Acts xx., he spoke of 
nothing of the s(»l as having existed, or as existing then, but 
only as to exist at a future time. ]f then there were elders there 
before these mischiefs appeared, there "certainly were" when 
they were afterward developed — i. e. when Paul wrote the first 
epistle to Timothy. 

Well then — is the discipline of the church at Ephesus 
intrusted to these elders? Nothing like iL As in the case of 
the Cortnthiaos, that " power was given by the Lord " to an 
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aposde, tmd ttiAf an apoefte e3^i*6ki«d it. Read tli^ pr§of of 
this fact 

"Of whom is Hymeneus and Alexander; whom / have 
delivered unto Satun, that they may learn not to blaspheme.'' 
(1 Tim. i. ao.) 

It is the apostle that Inflicts the discipline ; the elders do not 
appear in the matter. And discipline is a *' ministerial " function ; 
and excommunication its highest exereise. 

Again, therefore, we repeat, that this part of the tract roust 
have escaped the reviewer's notice, when he declared that ho' 
had gfiven its ** whole argument " for the " ministeriat superior- 
ity " of the apostles. Perhaps it would hfive been better had 
the author of the tract expanded his nole, so as to have 
presented the argument more al length, or have given iv in 
a larger form in the appendix. But the note, as it i^nds, 
adverts to every point that here occupies three or more of our 
pages. 

As to the plea that the apostles exercised these rigf^ts and 
powers as ea?tra>erdinary officers, not to be c^ontinued in the 
Church, we remark, in the first place, that it is an admiasi&n 
that they hctd these rights and powers. It is the usual plea of 
Non-episcopal writers, as we have shown, and having brought 
this fact to the recollection of the reviewer, he will be " amazed ^ 
at himself we think, for having been " amazed" at the assertion 
of the tract, that it " would not be questioned." But, in the next 
place, the plea is not a sound one, for these powers and rights 
passed bepond the thirteen Apostles to other men, as Bamabaa, 
Timothy, Titus, and the angels of the seven Asian churches ; 
see the tract Not so fast, says parity; these, or some of them, 
were ^* evangelists," and they also were extraordinary and tem- 
porary officeito ; to which we reply, that Timothy alone is called 
an evangelist in Scripture, the rest are not. Perhaps, however, 
the reviewer thinks, and if so, we agree with him, that the tract 
has routed the plea commonly rested by Non-episcc^lians on 
the title "evangelist," as he does not name the word, but merely 
says that Timothy and Titus had a *^ temporary " function in 
regulating churches and ministers. This was certainly prudent 
in him, for the postscript to the tract has fairly g^ven ths^ plea 
to the winds. But let the reyiewer examine where his new 
position leaves him. Thus, — ^Timothy and Titus have but tetn^ 
porary duties, not becatise they are evangelists, but because they 
do not remain permanently in one station, call it a diocese, or 
any thing else — we ask, then, do elders, or did they, remain 
permanently in one station, call it a parish, a congregation, a 
church, or what you please 7 if not, then elders also, by the 
same argument, exercised only a temporary function, and so we 
have no ministry left. Take Apollos, for example ; was he not 
an elder, at the least? is he not called a " minister" by Paul, 
and did he not " water" at Corinth what Paul had planted ? If 
the reviewer says he was more than an elder, he eoetradiets the 
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pkrif^ftetroiM defend, U» he thMi flMkt» tmro orders i& Hmh 
ministry ;^ if he calls him an eTftiTgeli«t) he retreaitt from his new 

f>ositian, of not adducing that title, and ao fiills onder the demo- 
ishing pewer of the postscript to the tract "Weil, then, does 
Apolios, an elder at the least, rentain stationary at Corinth, or in 
any other parish, church, or congregation? No: he had left 
Corinth when P^nl wrote the first epistle to the church there ; 
he had gone elsewhere ; yet not even then to be stationary, for 
Paul desired to bring^him back to Corinth, and he himself meant 
to come back " when he shoold have convenient time." (I Cor. 
xvi. 12.) Here are three successive points occupied in the 

. ministry of [elder] Ap(rflos, down to the year 50. The next we 
read of him is in the year 65, when ha was on a ''journey " or 
voyage, from some pJace not mentioned, to Crete, and was to 
proceed on from Crete to (probably) Nicopolis.* Similar 
migrations could be traced in the ministry of various other per* 
sons named in the Acts and the Epistles; as Erastus, Tychieus, 
Trophimus, Crescensi Sopater, &c., &c. ; and, provided, the 
reviewer will allow that they were elders at the least, which 
" will scarcely be questioned,'* we suppose, of the most of thes^ 
and will not put in the plea that they were evangelists, which is 
precluded by his new position, then there will be so many more 
cases in proof, that elders were as little fixed in one station as 
were Timothy and Titus. At all events, we have the ease of 
Apollbs to this efilect. And the result is this alternative— if 
Timothy and Titus had only temporary superior functions^ 
because they exercised them in more than one place, the elders 
had only a temporary function for the same reason ; and then 
we have no ministry left : if, however, the functions of the elder* 
were permanent, though they moved from place to i^ace, tiie 
superior functions of Timothy and Titus were also permanent, 
in spite of this same objection ; and thus we have Episcopacy a 
permanent institution in the Church. 

Our deepest thanks, therefore, are due to the reviewer, for 
co-operating with the tract in brushing away this rul^ish of the 
parity argument — that portion of it which is made out of the 
name evangelist— and resting the discussion on the mere fiids of 
the case. This is, indeed, a happy agreement-Hi real advance 
toward settling the controversy between Episcopalians and 
Presbyterians ; for the latter will scarcely take the ground of no 

- ministry ; and, if they do not, the only alternative is Episcf^ 
pacy, as we have just seen. Let any candid Presbyterian 
renounce the evasion of calling Timothy and Titus evangelists, 
and he will have a straight-forward and unincumbered argu- 
ment. The apostles were " superior to the elders in ministerial 
power and rights." Timothy and Titus were also superior to 
the elders in those respects. The '^ angel" of the church at 



. * Tkuf iiL 12, 13. Tbe reviewer has peculiar ideas of Um time of Paul's twH 
to Nicopoli^ when be connects ^is pas s ag e with GaL ii. I. 
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EpheSu^ ifi^ererihere had loflg been eMen, tvas snperiinr to 
them ; for he' alone is addressed aa ^* trying^' false apostles, tnd 
the church there is called hia " candlestick," not theirs : amd 
this case brings the "superior" office down to the year 06. 
Further, the other six "angels" raust have resembled the one 
at Epbesus. Nor is there a partiole of scriptural evidence that 
this "superior" office was to cease; not a particle, though those 
who filled it may not then have been fixed in one station or dio- 
cese ; as also there is not a particle of evidence that the office of 
the elders was to cease, though they too were not always fixed . 
in one station or parish. Nay, the fact that inspired epistles 
were wriit^ to Timothy, Titus, and the seven " angels," and 
made part of the New Testament, for permanent use in the 
Church — epistles which recognise the right to ordain and inflict 
discipline on both clergy and laity, as existing in the " superior" 
ofllcers, but do not recognise this right in the elders— this fact 
alone proves the " superior" Office, i. e. Episcopacy, to have 
been intended for permanency. Add to this, that Timothy was 
to "keep this commandment [the ^charge' given him as a 
'superior' officer in the church 1 till the appearing of our Lord. 
Jesus Christ ; " which implies that there were to he such officers 
as Timothy, to keep the same " charge," till Christ should 
appear — till the end of the world. Let any candid Presbyterian 
examine this train of proof, particularly as stated more fully in 
the tract, leaving out of the question, as the reviewer does ntost 
creditably, the evasioh concerning "evangelists," and he will 
wish, at least, to be an Episcopalian. 

We have finished the main discussion we proposed. We have 
defended, and we hope to purpose, the portion of the tract 
chiefly assailed by the reviewer. We have shown that the only 
link supposed to be weak, the grand link, "the point, on the 
mekkig out of which depends the stupendous fabric of Episco- 
pacy," the " corner-stone, on which rest the cluims of bishops;" 
we have shown that this now very distinguished link in Uie 
chain of the tract's inductive proof of Episcopacy, is firm as 
steel. This done, all the work incumbent on us is performed. 
There is no more necessity for coping with the common and 
diffusive arguments against us, which may appear subsequently 
to the tract, than there was for it to notice all arguments of this 
kind that had appeared before. No one, we believe, has blamed 
the tract for pushing on its train of inductive reasoning, without 
regarding these interminablp. discussions ; and no one can blame 
us, if we now say to the reaoer, " Go to the tract itself, read it 
carefully and with impartiality, and then decide, before God 
and your own conscience, whether it does not prove Episcopacy 
from Scripture." He who will do it this justice, will want no 
other arguments U)r that ministry, and will fear none against it. 
Our duty therefore is sufficiently discharged. 

But rather than be uncivil to one whom we suspect to be a 
new comer into this field of controversy, we will extend our 
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-iviide, and ooliefr «oi?i£. of hta other renuorln, mora .^epeeidly 
those m which he, has somewhat of novelty, or differs from tlie 
most of his predecessors. 

He says that the apostles were* ordained, as such, early in our 
Lord's ministry. He regards the words addressed to them, after 
the resurrection, as recorded by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, " Go 
ye into all the world," &c., as but " instructions," not as per- 
taining to a fresh ordination to a higher office. But he omiU 
entirely the record of John, relating to that subsequent period. 
^' As my Father hath sent me, even so aend I you .... receive 
ye the Holy Ghost: whose soever sins ye remit, they are 
remitted unto them, and whose soever sins ye retain, they are 
retained." This looks very like the substance of an ordination 
—the eleven are " sent ; " they receive the " Holy Gaoer^' in the 
ecclesiastical sense, we presume, just as the elders of Epheaus 
were " made overseers [prei^jrter-bishops] by the Holy Gbost ;** 
and they are told that they have the power of absolving true 
penitents, the nature of which power iu the^ clergy is foreign to 
our present discussioa. Are we not right m thinking that an 
ordination is here 1 Would the reviewer, having asserted the 
^emaus ordination of the apostles, would he, or would he not, 
if this passage had occurred to hfm, have seen a aectmd ordina* 
tion in it? If he had, he would have seen that which is 
latal to the rule of parity, that th^e is hot one order in the 
ministry. 

The reviewer asks for e:rpftct^ proof that Paul or the twdve 
were invested with superiority of office ; we might ask him^ in 
tatttrn,' for expUeit proof of their investment with the power of 
Ordaining. He infers their right to ordain from the iac\» of 
Scripture, and we also ir^er their superiority of office from the 
same kind of evidence. Both inferences are unavoidable. [The 
rit^ht of Timothy and Titus, individually, to ordain, is recorded ; 
that they did ordain is therefore justly presumed.] 

The reviewer, in order to show what A^ thinks was the point 
in which the apostles excelled the elders in the matter in queak « 
tion, dwells largely on the fact that they were special witnesses 
of our Lord's resurrection ; and with the help of CAPrrAL and 
Italic lettera, he has. certainly made a showy argument. But 
fiobody denies that they were the special witnesses, or that they 
Were thus distinguished from the dders, as well as from others 
Called apostles ; the tract gave due attention to both these parti^^ 
eulars. The point is, was this distinction the one that led to the 
expression <^ apostles and elders 1 " Surdy not. Among those 
apostles was Barnabas, and perhaps Silasj'(Acts xiv. 14 ; xv. % 
4, 22 ; i l^ess. i. 1 ; ii. 6,) neither of whom was a special wit- 
ness of the resurrection. Besides: the expressions, ''apostles 
and elders," " apostles, cmd elders, and brethren," are used with 
immediate reference to the council at Jerusalem, and the reviewer 
is more acute than we pretend. to be, if he can say why, in a 
loomicil aetfQg on qn^stiona ooOcerning ''idok*. blood, thioga 
10 
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a^raoiM, tnd ii<nnlia«niaK," the spttM w Mbbmw df the \ 
fection should, a$ mid^ h%we pectiliar authority* W« ceally 
think the tract argues ^ith more consisteney^ when it aays tbat 
the apostles were minuterially above the elders. [For tlie ^ pro- 
iwbiUty " that there was a third James, see Hainnood.] 

On the point of the Apostleship of Timothy, the jreviewer 
4hinlu he was not indoded in the expression, ^ NPe .... the 
apeailee of Ohrist," in 1 Thess. ii., which epistle begins, *' Paul, 
and Silvanns, [Silas,] and Tiniotheus, unto the ohureh of the 
Thessalonians " — Why ^^-Beeatise it is said just before, << We 
iiad suffered, and were shamefully entreated at Pbilqipi," and 
Timothy, be asserts, was not at Philippi at the time these 
•evedties were ensured. Now, we argue these passages the 
ftther way ; we ithtnk they, of tkemuelves^ prove thfU Timothy 
«CMM at Philippi, and *' sufiered, and was shamefully entreated,^ 
though he was Bot beatoi and put in prison, as Paul and Silas 
were. We turn ako io the history in the Acts, (xvi., xvii.,) 
where we ifind that befot^e going to Philippi, ^ Paul would have 
Timothy !to %q forth with him^^^ and ^er leaving Philippi, 
Timothy was with him at Beeea, without a word or a hint that 
he had left Paui, or jreturoed to him in the meantime. The eet^ 
donee is aii oa our side, and connecting that ta the ^)is|le with 
ihat m the Acts, it is oonclnsiva 

The levjewer aaya, " We would respectfully a^ the aadior (tf 
this tract, where he finds an intimation of the existence of aft 
evder of ^eUrffyat large,^ in these churches," the seTea^^ucches 
in Asia; We " respect&illy " answer, that he has not said one 
word of "aa .ortier of ckargy at large,'' but has only spoken cf 
the '^dergy at large '^ in those lurches, an exporession which 
we are^' amazed " to see misunderstood. His remark is — ^ Ob- 
eerve the emphailie use ef the singular number in the address ta 
ea^ of the ang^ ; ^ f know th^ works,' is the clear and strong 
language directed to ihem aH sueoessively, impSying the nespoa- 
•tbSky, not of achiirch at large, or of its dei^y at large, but of 
, the head or governor individually." The reviewer is first, we 
bdieve, in imagining an ^ order of clergy at large," J^ough he 
doesjDot believe in his own imaginaiioh. And now, we would 
^ respectfully ask " in return, Why does the reviewer ^ lay oid 
^9iew the ease of ^le ' elders at Eptwsus,' " w/\i&a eonndimof 
the case of the ^ aagd " at Ephesus ? Were Ihere no pasrtoiai 
eMecB [presbytetr^Hs^ops] in that church, in the yetu* 96^ though 
Timothy had heen there so long previously, thirty years or 
more, ^^ intrasted with the right of ordination ! 1 " If there teere 
inch elders there in that year, 96, as there certainly was also an 
^* angel," then our Lord's directing an epistle eoncerning the 
etate of the church, and the trying ef false apostks, io the 
^ angel " iadividiially, and not to the elders at larg(^ or to the 
^clergy at large," i. e. including the angel with the rest, is a 
l^eod arf^ment for Episcopacy. The ahernative thus reached, 
a% either Timathy coipmitted a much grpsser ovenu^ht tlwa 
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«U1 te'iscfike^ to Hm, in w^ ordiuiuQg ptstoral eld«ri in 4bajt 
«hy, or the reviewer has eommitted an oversight of some mag*- 
niiude, iu "kiyiag out of view" those elders, in his argunteot 
npon the case of the seven churches. 

We frankly acknowledge that we do not understand what the 
reviewer means (p. 79) in recognising as a question^ respectmg 
the elders at Ephesus, mentioned in Acts xx., ^' whether they 
were ruling elders^ or presbyters, ordained to preach as well as 
lo rule." They are there called '^overseers" or bishops; we 
regard such persons as presbyter-bishops, the second order, 
and Presbylerifins give the name bishop to their ^m/y order of 
i^lergy proper. Jf ruling elders are bishops also, then they have 
two orders of bishops, which destroys parity. 

Squally above our comprehension is it, that the reviewer, aAer 
ftixm recognising " ruling elders," should say in the next para- 
|[raph but one, ^^ There are but ivM) orders of ministers spoken 
of, or alluded to, in the epistles [to Timothy,] bishops and 
dfiacons^ Are not ruling elders " spoken of" m those epistles, 
according to Presbyterian interpretation ? If Presbyterian de»- 
4H>nsare " ministeri^" are not Presbyterian ruling elders, who rank: 
above them, " ministers " also ? Here again we are sadly in the 
dark. If the revievi^r disallows the office of a ruling elder, dis- 
allowed ;also by his opponent, why recognise it in bisargument? 
^nd why say that the epistles .ol" I^gnatius, full as they are of 
<^ bishop, presbyters and deacons," seem to [his] eyes to be a 
plain straight-forward account of the existence of Presbyterian- 
ism in his time ? " If he allows that ofl^e, why intimate that it 
is not part of the " ministry " of his denomination, while that of 
a Presbyterian deacon is ? 

The reviewer says that if our bishops, claiming to he the suc- 
cessors of the apostles, were to assume the name ^' apostles," 
Episcopacy would soon be " shorn of its beams." Very likely. 
They have lost that name since the fi^st century : those of the 
present day are not responsible for the change : yet it no doubt 
was wisely made. Let us try the converge <^f the proposition. 
Presbyterian ministers of the thorough sort claim likewise to 
be successors of the apostles ; suppose then that tJiey were to 
assume that name, what wqpJt/d become of the *^ beams " of 
. Presby terianism ? Again, Uie reviewer favors the idea that the 
" * angels^ were pastors of the churches, presby^er^ on a parity 
with each other;" suppose then Presbyterian pastors were to 
assume the name of '' angels," the Angel of the church in Arch- 
street, the Angel of the church in Pine-street, the Angel of the 
church in Washington^square, would the ^' beams" of their 
. churches be less in jeopardy than those of our church would be 
from the titles, the Apostle of the church in Pennsylvania, the 
Apostle of the church in Virginia, the Apostle of the chnrcli in 
Tennessee? 

The reviewer thinks that as presbyters lay on hands with the 
bishop when a presbyter is ordained, "it is infact^ a Presbyte, 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



^12 ANSWER TO A REVIEW OF 

Tian ordination." We think otherwise. When Presibyterianfi 
ordain, the theory is, so we understand their writers,* that the 
authority comes from that one of their presbyters who presides 
on the occasion, the others being present to express the consent 
of the Church, in other words, as a canonical or church regula- 
tion to prevent any one man from performing so important an 
act by himself alone. This is Presbyterian ordination ; the 
tmthority flows, not from a presbytery, but from a Presbyterian 
presbyter. So precisely in the case of our ordinations. The 
authority flows from the bishop ; the presbyters lay on hands 
to denote the consent of the Church, to show that the bishop 
acts canontcally, and not according to the mere impulse of his 
individual will. And this is Episcopal ordination, because the 
act derives its virtue from the bishop. Ordination by one pres- 
byter would be valid among Presbyterians, and the ordination 
of a priest by the bishop alone would be valid among Episcopi^ 
lians ; but neither would accord with church regulations. 

One word more concerning the " burden of proof," as con- 
trasted with the " presumptive argument." The tract claimed 
no presumption in its favor, in seeking for the scriptural proofs 
of Episcopacy. We do — a. presumption founded on common 
sense, as indicated by common practice. Set aside parity and 
Episcopacy, and then look at other systems of office, both reli- 

flous and civil, and you find several grades of officers. In the 
Patriarchal Church there was the distinction of ''high-priest" 
and " priest." (Heb. v. 10; vi. 20.) In the Jewish Church, (com- 
mon sense being in this case unquestionably divinely approved,) 
there were the high*priest, priests, and Levites. Among Pagans 
and Mahommedans there are various grades in the office deemed 
sacred. Civil governments have usually governors, a president, 
princes^ a king, an emperor, &c., as the heads of the genera], or 
state, or provincial magistracies. In armies and navies there is 
always a chief. If the reviewer should claim exceptions, we 
reply they are exceptions only, and very few in number. The 
general rule is with us. That general rule next to universal 
is, that among officers there is a difference of power, of rights, 
of rank, of grade, call it what you will. And this general rule 
gives a presumption that such will also be the case in the Chris- 
tian Church. We go to Scrif^'ture then with the presumptive 
argument Aill^ against parity. If we should find in Scripture 
neither imparity nor parity, still common sense decides for the 
former. If we find the tone of Scripture doubtful on this point, 
imparity has the advantage, common sense turning the scale. 
If we find there intimations, less than positive injunctions, in 
favor of imparity, common sense, besides the respect due to 
Scripture, decides for our interpretation of them. And if any 
thing in Scripture is supposed to prove or to justify parity, it 
must be very explicit to overturn the suggestion of common 

* S«e Form of Govtmineiit, chafi. 14, tect 18. 
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sense. The " presumptive argument," then, is clearly with us, 
and the " burden of proof" lies on parity. 

We have exceeded the limits to which we intended to confine 
dorselves — and though there are some other points in the review 
which we are tempted to notice, we must be content with 
extracting part of its truly elegant and courteous tribute to the 
Episcopal Church. 

" We remember that it was under the Episcopacy that the 
Church in England took its firm stand against the Papacy ; and 
that this was its form when Zion rose to light and splend(rr from 
the dark night of ages. We remember Cranmer, — Cranmer 
first, hi many respects, anitong the reformers; thai it was by ht^ 
««eady and unerring hand, tliat, unddr God, the pure Chnrch of 
ihe Saviour was conducted through the agitating and dtstressinjif 
ilmcs of Henry VIII. We remember that God watched over 
ihnt wonderful man ; that he gave this distinguished prelate 
SFceess to the heart of one of the most capricious, cruel, inexora- 
ble, blood-thirsty, and licentious monarchs that has disgraced 
the world ; that God, for the sake of Cranmer, and his Church, 
conducted Henry, as ^ by a hook in the nose,' and n>ade him 
^ithfiil to the Archbishop of Canterbury, when faithful to noiiv 
else." 

" She [the Episcopal Church] is consolidated ; weil nwr- 
fltiailed; under an efficient system of laws; and pre-eminently 
fitlcxi f<»r powerful action in the fteM of Christian warfare. Wo 
desire to see her what the Macedonian phalanx was in the ancient 
army ; with her dense, solid organization, with her unity of 
movement, with her power of maintaining the position which 
she lakes; and with her eminent ability to advance the cause of 
sacred learning, and the love of order atid of law, attending or 
leading all other churches in the conqnests of redemptiitu in 
an alienated world. We should even rejoice to see her who 
was first in the field, at the Reformaiion in England, first, also, 
in the field, when the Sun of God shall come to take lo himself 
his great power," &c. 

A truly splendid eulogium on our Church, — and one which 
does credit to the candor, the benevolence, the superiority to 
prejudice, of the elevated mind that conceived it, and the 
honorable frankness which gave it public utterance. With the 
feelings of such a heart as that of the author of these paragraphs, 
we have, we can have, no controversy whatever — we rather 
desire to copy them more perfectly ourselves, and be tauffhi 
more of the grand duty of love by an opponent who so nobly 
and so delightfully exemplifies it. We would only ask— 11 
Episcopacy is to be found the "first" in the Church, at liie 
second advent of the Son of Man, is it probable that he left no 
Episcopacy in the Church, when his first advent terminated. 

BL U. O. 

10* 
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On the Question, — When did^Paul place Timothy over the 
Church at Ephesus 7 



The date of this event is of some interest to those who 
examine the controversy between Episcopacy and parity. It 
is very far, however, from being essential to the Episcopal 
cause, as a few remarks will show. Parity alleges, — such at 
least is its usual and most advantageous view of the case, — that 
Timothy was placed at Ephesus before there were any clergy 
there, and that his functions were to ordain a supply of them, 
and settle the new church. To this Episcopacy replies, that, 
even granting there were no clergy there at the date assumed, 
it is evident, from the epistles to Timothy, that he individually 
had supreme power, both in governing and ordain ng, and 
that there is no evidence that this supreme power of that in- 
dividual chief officer passed afterward to the body of clergy, 
or was in any respect modified or restricted ; and that besides 
this want of evidence that parity took the place of this arrange- 
ment equivalent to Episcopacy, the second epislle affords positive 
proof that it did not, since in that epistle, when there certainly 
were clergy at Ephesus, Timothy is still addressed individually, 
and as the head of its church. Episcopacy further declares, 
that it is not to be taken for granted that there were no clergy 
at Ephesus, at even the earliest date of Timothy's being placed 
there by St. Paul ; and moreover, that the proper date of this 
event is later, when there were at that place the elders addressed 
by Paul, (in Acts xx.,) with others to keep up or increase their 
number. And an irrefutable argument for Episcopacy is drawn 
from comparing that address to the Ephesian elders, which con- 
tains not a hint of their right to ordain and exercise clerical dis- 
cipline, with the epistles to Timothy individually, as connected 
with the same church, which recognise those rights as existing 
in him in all fulness and perfection. 

It will thus be seen, that the question concerning the proper 
date of the placing of Timothy at Ephesus, though not vital in 
this controversy, is yet one of much interest. 

Three dates of this event have been suggested, and, as far as 
the present writer's information extends, three only. St. Paul 
writes, " I besought thee to abide still at Ephesus, when I went 
into Macedonia," (1 Tim. i. 3;) of course the date to be assigned 
must be consistent with some journey of that apostle into Mace- 
donia. Of Paul's journeys into that region, after the founding of 
a church at Ephesus, there were three. The first was after a 
riot had driven him from that city.'* The second was soon after, 

^ • Acts XX. 1. This journey had been ^en^od J)y Paul, (1 Cor. xvi. 6, 6,) but tbc 
rifit hastened liis departure. 
( 114 ) 
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when having been in Greece, he returned to Syria circuitcasly, 
through Macedonia, on account of the machinations of the Jews, 
(Acts XX. 3.) The third was still later, after his first imprison- 
ment in Rome, when he again visited the eastern churches, as 
will be shown under the proper head of this essay. We shall 
borrow a portion of the following remarks from Macknight's 
preface to the First Epistle to Timothy, and from several pieces 
entitled " Timothy at Ephesus," in the Church Register, for 
March and April, 1827. 

1. Presbyterian controvertists generally, as also many other 
writers of high authority, favor the opinion, that Paul placed 
Timothy at Ephesus when he fled from that city, and went into 
Macedonia, after the riot mentioned in Acts xix. 23-41. And 
they allege, in behalf of parity, that there were then no clergy 
in the Ephesian church, and that Timothy was to ordain a sup- 
ply of them, in his supposed temporary relation to that church 
as an evangelist. 

As to Timothy's having had supreme power in Ephesus, or 
any where else, merely as an evangelist, a full refutation of that 
opinion will be found in the postscript to " Episcopacy Tested by 
Scripture," contained in the Protestant Episcopalian for Decem- 
ber, 1830 ; that essay is now circulating as a tract. 

As to there having been no clergy in Ephesus when Pawl fled 
thence, after the "uproar," into Macedonia, it is an assertion 
infinitely improbable. He had now been there " three years." 
He had previously made a short stay in that city ; after which, 
Apollos " taugrht diligently there the things of the Lord," having 
Aquila and Priscilla to help him, and so advanced the great 
cause, that some were called " the brethren." (Acts xviii. 19-28.) 
When Paul reached them again, some who had re.ceived only 
John's baptism, were baptized in the name of Jesus, with a will- 
ingness which showed that Christianity had taken root among 
them, (Acts xix. 1-5.) After three months, Paul " separated the 
disciples" from the synagogue, ( Acts xix. 9:) and when Jewish con- 
verts would bear any thing like such a separation, they certainly 
were past the most difficult part of their noviciate, and some of 
them either were, or could soon be, prepared for the ministry. 
Shall we believe, then, that Paul would leave this Christian 
church, now fully severed from the synagogue, for two years, 
or nearly three, without providing it ministers, when he knew 
the dangers to which he was constantly exposed? Shall we 
believe that, when " the word of God had mightily grown and 
prevailed" in that city, he would send away Timothy and Eras- 
tus, (Acts xix. 22,) without having ordained others, or else doing 
it without delay? The supposition i& not credible. Nor is it 
countenanced by other parts of the holy record : for that apostle 
and Barnabas had ordained elders, in other Asiatic cities, in much 
less than two years, (Acts xiv. 23.) Long before Paul fled from 
Ephesus, clergymen must have been appointed for that church ; 
ii not, he made less provision for the numerous converts in that 
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inosl important city, than was made for fewer converts in citieg 
less important ; which is a supposition infinitely improbable. 

As to there iiaving been no clergy in Ephesus when Timothy 
was placed there, be the date of that occurrence early or late, 
we know to the contrary. St. Paul writes to him that he was 
placed there, ^' that he might charge some that ti>ey teach no 
other doctrine," (ITim. i. 3;) which implies that there were 
already teacherg in that church, " some" of whom inculcated 
error. It follows, that many authorized teachers, or ordained 
clergymen, were in Ephesus when Timothy was directed to as- 
sume the superintendence of that body of Christians. As then 
these clergymen required such a superintendent among them, 
both to govern them, and to ordain others, it is rightly concluded 
that they had not within themselves the power o7 either ordina- 
tion or clerical discipline. And this destroys the claim of parity, 
and establishes that of Episcopacy. 

In this view, it may seem unnecessary to discuss the question. 
When was Timothy placed at Ephesus as the chief officer of its 
ehurchi But, as any one trutli strengthens any other related 
to it, this point will now be considered. 

We assert that Timothy was not placed over the church at 
Ephesus when Paul fled thence to Macedonia, after the riot. 
Here let the point of the argument be distinctly noticed. Paul 
says, " I besought thee to (3>ide still at Ephesus, when I went 
into Macedonia." Of course Timothy must have been there^ or 
had his residence there at the time of this reque^ or else been 
so connected with that church as that it was his ecclesiastical 
home ;* and his residence or ecclesiastical home was also to be 
there for a considerable period afterward, or rather permanently, 
«nce there is no hint any where in Scripture, that his functions 
in Ephesus, when placed over that church, would at any time 
cease. 

Now, Timothy was not at Ephesus when Paul fled, after the 
riot, into Macedonia. He and Erastus had been sent away some 
time previously to Macedonia, and Timothy also to Corinth, 
( Act« xix. 22 ; 1 Cor. iv. 17 ; xvi. 10 ;) and there is no evidence 
that he returned before the Apostle fled from Ephesus.* Nay, 
there is evidence of the contrary, as will readily appear. Thus: 
Paul wrote the first epistle to the Corinthians from Ephesus, 
and in it Timothy is spoken of as then on his mission [to Mace- 
donia first, and then] to Corinth ; he probably took this epistle^ 
(I Con iv. 17; xvi. 8, 10.) The second epistle was written after 
the riot and Paul's flight, which are there mentioned, (2 Cor. 
i. 8-10.) In the first epistle, several abuses among the Corinth- 
ians are censured ; and Paul would have heard from Timothy 
whether his censures were effectual, had he returned to the 

* St. Paul expected Timothy to "come onto him" from Corinth, but where, doeg 
not appear ; it may have been in Macedonia, as prolMibly aft in ^ahesua. (I Coc 
»n. 5, 8, 10^ lJ..y J --IT- 
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Aposlle while yet at Epheiins ; instead of Which he ohtains the 
first intelligence, not from Timothy, but from Tiliis, after reacli- 
ing Macedonia. (2 Cor. ii. 13 ; vii. 6-16.) Titus, it appears, was 
returning from Corinth before Timothy, who also left there soon 
afterward, in time to meet Paul in Macedonia, where the two 
latter united in the second epistle to the Corinthians. (2 Cor. i. 1.) 
Let us notice more fully the above particulars. St. Paul flies 
from Ephesus to Troas, where he hoped to meet Titus, and get 
the intelligence from the Corinthians that he so much desired, 
(2 Cor. ii. 12, 13;) and this his looking for Titus only, implies 
that the Aposlle scarcely expected that Timothy, who certainly 
cannot (without the clearest proof) be supposed to have aban- 
doned his mission to Corinth, had yet left the latter place; and 
this, obviously, further implies that he could not, at the date of 
the " uproar" which drove away Paul, have returned thence to 
Ephesus. Paul continues his journey fl-om Troas to Macedonia, 
yet still has no tidings from the Corinthians, till Titus " comes" 
to him, and ** comforts" his "cast down" spirit by the intel- 
ligence that he had rectified the abuses among those brethren. 
(2 Cor. vii. 6, &c.) Not once does Paul refer to any news from 
them, favorable or unfavorable, brought by Timothy. If these 
facts do not prove, in the absence of all intimations whatever to 
the contrary, that Timothy had not returned to Ephesus when 
Paul fled, no confidence can be placed in the strongest circum- 
stantial evidence. And if Timothy was not there, when Paul 
then " went into Macedonia," it could not be said that Paul then 
" besought him to abide there still." In other words, it was not 
on the occasion of this departure of the Apostle for Macedonia 
that Timothy was placed over the church at Ephesus. 

Neither was Timothy so connected with Ephesus at that time, 
as to make it his ecclesiastical home ; for his principal duties 
were just now in Macedonia &nd Corinth ; and even previously, 
his clerical connexion had rather been with Paul than the Ephe* 
sians. f Acts xix. 22.) Nor was he at Ephesus for some time 
after; for he was with Paul awhile in Macedonia, when he join- 
ed in the second epistle to the Corinthians, and still with him in 
Greece, from a port of which region he and others sailed to 
rejoin that apostle at Troas; (Acts xx. 1-5;) and as Paul, in 
thus prosecuting his voyage to Jerusalem, did not go to Ephe- 
sus, (Acts XX. 16, 17,) and said nothing to the elders of that 
church whom he met at Miletus, of Timothy's being then left 
among them, we conclude with commentators in general, that 
the latter did not then tarry there, but went onWard to Jerusa- 
lem with the great Apostle. 

2. 'I'he next opinion is, that Timothy was placed over the 
Ephesian church at a period some months later than the riot, 
when Paul, being prevented by the Jews from sailing directly 
from Greece to Syria, (as we have just seen,) went circuilously 
thither through Macedonia. (Acts xx. 3, 6.) We have shown, 
however, that Timothy was not in Ephesus at this time, nor so 
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specially connected with it as to make it his ecclesiastical home j 
of course Paul could not with propriety say to him, "I besought 
thee to abide still at Ephesus." For this reason, we cannot 
allow this \o\\vney of Paul into Macedonia to have been the date 
of Timothy's being placed over the Ephesian church. 

Another argument of great force precludes the supposition 
that Timothy was placed there at any lime before Paul deliver- 
ed his address to the clergy of that city, as stated in Acts xx. ; 
and this argument applies to both the present theory of the date 
in question, and the one we have before noticed. In that 
address Paul speaks of the errors and mislead ings of false teach- 
ers, as yet future ; he makes no complaint of them as then 
existing in Ephesus ; but says they " shall arise," and " shall 
enter m." (Acts xx. 29, 30.) But, in the first epistle to Timothy, 
he desires him to "charge some to teach no other doctrine," 
intimating that the false teachers had, at the date of that epistle, 
begun their mischievous proceedings; he enumerates as errors 
then existing there, fables, endless genealogies, swerving from 
charity and faith to vain jangling, questions and strifes of words, 
perverse disputings, profane and vain babblings, and oppositions 
of science falsely so called ; he also names Hymeneus and 
Alexander, whose doctrines had been so hurtful, that he had 
« delivered them unto Satan." (1 Tim. i. 3-6 ; vi. 4, 5, 20 ; i. 20.) 
Now, besides that it is wholly improbable that all these evils 
could have befallen the Ephesian church in the few months 
that elapsed between Paul's flight and his address to their elders, 
it is impossible that so much false teaching could have existed 
there at the very time he told the elders that the false teachers 
were yet to spring up. It follows unavoidably that the station- 
ing of Timothy there was subsequent to the address of St. Paul 
to the elders in Acts xx., and indeed that there must have been 
an interval of some duration, to allow so extensive a develop- 
ment of error and delusion among the Ephesian clergy. And 
hence, we again assert, that as both Paul's flight into Macedonia, 
and his going thither again from Greece, were previous to the 
address referred to, neither of those dates can be allowed for 
the placing of Timothy at Ephesus. To the present writer, this 
argument appears to have the force of demonstration. 

It is to be observed, however, that if this second date could 
be allowed, there would be a remarkable proof of Episcopacy in 
the fact, that the first epistle to Timothy and the address to the 
elders would both have issued from the great Apostle at the 
same period, the one assigning Episcopal duties to Timothy, 
the other enjoining only pastoral duties on the elders. The 
Apostle would thus have -delivered sinmltaneously the records 
of the functions of each, showing that the one was superior, and 
the others inferior in the sacred office. But as the evidence is 
against the supposition that these two charges were delivered at 
the same time, this striking view of that proof of Episcopacy 
cannot be maintained. The substance, however, of that (jrool 
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w fully ours; no ingenuity can impair the scriptuial Hemonstra- 
tion of Episcopacy founded on the comparison of the address to 
the elders as pastors, with the epistles to Timothy as supreme 
officer or bishop. 

3. A third date for the connexion of Timothy with the Ephe- 
sian church has been mentioned, and this now claims our atten- 
tion. We assert that Timothy was in Ephesus some years after 
the above two dates, and that Paul likewise " went" (or " was 
going," as the word may be translated,) into Macedonia ajr/er 
the two journeys thither already referred to. After that apos- 
tle's first imprisonment in Rome, is the date we assign as the 
only one that can be defended. We find it plainly recorded, 
that both he and Timothy were again at that later 'period in 
these eastern parts, though it is not mentioned in the Acts, as 
that book ends with Paul's first detention in tlie imperial city. 

The reader will see in the following proofs that Timothy was 
certainly in Ephesus, and that Paul probably " went,'* and cer- 
tainly "was going" into Macedonia after that apostle was first 
in Rome. Timothy was with him, be it recollected, in the latter 
-city. (Phil. i. 1, 13.) We shall first adduce the evidence of their 
intention to go eastward from Rome, and then the evidence that 
they did so, first as regards St. Paul, and then as regards 
Timothy. 

Paul intended to visit Philippl in Macedonia after leaving 
Rome. He wrote to the Philippians when he was in that city, 
where his "bonds in Christ were manifest in all the palace," or 
" Caesar's count," as in the margin. He assures the church in 
Philippi, that he "trusted in the Lord that he would come 
shortly" to them ; nay, he writes more strongly, " I know that 
I shall abide and continue with you all . . . that your rejoicing 
may be more abundant ... by my coming to you again ;" he 
seems even to intimate the possibility of frequent visits, " That 
whether I come and see you, or else be absent." (Phil. i. 13; 
ii. 24; i. 25-27.) This is evidence sufllcient that Paul designed 
going into Macedonia when he should leave Rome. 

Paul intended to visit Philemon after his release from Rome, 
and even ordered a " lodging" to be prepared for him in Colosse, 
where Philemon resided.* Colosse was in Phrygia, in Asia Minor, 
and sufficiently near Ephesus. Of course, it was Paul's inten- 
tion to visit the countries on that side the iEgean Sea, and in the 
neighborhood of Ephesus, after leaving Rome ; for the epistle to 
Philemon was written while Paul was yet a prisoner in that 
city. (See. v. 10.) 

Paul intended to visit the Hebrews after his release at Rome. 
He wrote the epistle to them from Italy, and says expressly, " I 
will sSe you," (Heb. xiii. 19, 23, 24.) The Hebrews weie either 

* Philem. 22. The proof that Philemon resided in Colosse wilt be sceii by com- 
parins^ Philem. 2, with Col. iv. 17; in botli which passages Archippus is named as 
n minister living at the place to wliich both epistles were sent; both being sent at 
Ue same time by Onesimus. (Col. iv. 9 ; Philr.m. 12.) 
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the Jewish converts in Jiidea, or the Jewish converts at lars[e. 
If those in Judea are meant, he promised to proceed to that 
country after leaving Italy. If those at large are meant, we are 
secure in saying there were vastly more of them east of Italy, 
than in any other direction; and, in this view, lie promised to 
visit, after his release, the eastern countries of the Mediterranean ; 
and there were so many new churches, including Jewish con- 
verts, on both sides of the M^ean Sea, that we may justly regard 
his promised voyage as including them : among these churches, 
those at Ephesus and PhUippi (in Macedonia) were conspicuous^ 

Paul did visit Miletui^ or Miletus, after his release at Rome, 
lie writes to Timothy that he had left Trophimus sick at that 
place. (2 Tim. iv. 20.) There was a Miletus near Ephesus, 
where Paul met the elders, and another in Crete. (See Calniet. 
Acts XX. 17.) If the former be here meant, then Paul, after leav- 
ing Rome, was in the very neighborhood of Ephesus. But as, at 
the date of this second epistle, Timothy was himself in bphesus, 
and Paul now again in Rome, he would not probably write to 
him respecting Trophimus if he were in that Miletus, so near 
Timothy's residence; and it therefore is more justly piesumed 
that the Miletum in Crete was the place where Trophimus was 
left sick. If this latter was the Miletum intended, then Paul 
was again in Crete after his first imprisonment, for t'ne date of 
this second epistle to Timothy, is his second imprifeonment ;* 
and if in Crete, he was among the eastern churches, and suffir 
ciently near the ^Egean Sea to visit its coasts, including Ephesus 
and Macedonia ; the latter visit he had almost posiuvely promised 
the Philippians, as was shown in a former paragraph. 

Paul did visit Corinth after leaving Rome. Besides mention- 
ing to Timothy, as above stated, that he had left Trophimus at 
Miletum, he also says, in the same verse, "Erastus abode at 
Corinth." He could not mean that he had remained there ever 
since his mission to that city, six or seven years before, for 
Timothy had been often with Paul since that time, and would 
have been fully informed that Erastus had continued thus sta- 
tionary. No ; Paul connects the tarrying of Erastus at Corinth 
with his leaving Trophimus at Miletum, meaning that the two 
incidents had occurred at the same period, and recently. Hence 
Doddridge remarks, "It seems by this clause that [Erastus] waa 
in PauPft company when he parted with Timothy, as it is likely 
Trophimus also was. And, as none can suppose Paul would 
have mentioned these things to Timothy in this connexion, if 
they had happened many years before, (Act* xix. 22,) I look 



* 2 Tim. i. 8, 16, 17; ii. ; if. 6, 16. Paul had been in Crete on his first v^age to 
Rome as a prisoner. (Acts xxvii. 8.) But this was long before the date of this 
epistle; and tlie sickness of Trophimus is mentioned as a recent occurrence. B*»- 
Bidcs, Timothy had been with Paul in Rome since that landing in Crete, and would 
know of this sickness, had it then occurred, without any allusion to it in the epistle. 
Of course, Trophimus was left at Miletum afterward, i. e. subaequcntly to Paul's 
discliarge from his first imprisonment in Rome i Paul being thea again in Crct«. 
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Upon this as a very material argument to prove that li^f-liirtwd 
into these eastern parts, between his first and second iniprison- 
ment at Rome; though probably, if he ever saw Ephesus again, 
most of the ministers of that and the neighboring places, with 
whom he had the celebrated interview at Miletus, meniioucd 
Acts XX., were either dead or removed." 

Paul did visit eastern parts after his first imprisonment at 
Rome. In Tit. iii. 12, we read that he had determined to spend 
a winter at Nicopolis. There were several cities of this name ; in 
Macedonia, in one or more of the neighboring provinces, and in 
Pontus in Asia Minor; it matters not, at present, which of them 
is here meant. When then was Paul in Nicopolis, or so near it 
as to " determine there to winter 7" it was after leaving Titus in 
Crete. (Tit. i. 5.) Now, the first we know of Paul's being in 
Crete^ was his landing there, when on his voyage to Rome ; then, 
however, he was a prisoner, and could have had no expectation 
of wintering in Nicopolis. It must, therefore, have been after 
his release at Rome, that he left Titus in Crete, having been 
again in that island. And subsequently to this, he was in or 
near the Nicopolis which he selected for his winter residence. 
This brings back that apostle from Rome to either Macedonia or 
Asia Minor ; and he doubtless revisited both these regions. 

Paul did visit Troas after his first imprisonment in Rome. 
He desired Timothy to bring thence his cloak, books and parch- 
ments. (2 Tim. iv. 13.) That he left them there after his first 
visit to Rome, is exceedingly probable ; for the last time he was 
at Troas before being a prisoner, was in A. D. 60 ; and we cannot 
suppose he would leave these things there till A. D. 66, when he 
wrote to Timothy tobring them ; we know that, while a prisoner, 
both in Cjcsarea and Rome, he could send and receive mes- 
sengers freely. (Acts xxiv. 23 ; Phil; ii. 25; iv. 18; Eph. vi. 21 ; 
Col. iv. 7, 9, 10.) If to this probability we add the evidence 
already adduced, that Paul returned from Rome to the east, it 
will appear indisputable that he was at that period in Troas, and 
left there the things mentioned. Troas was near Macedonia, and 
on the same coast with Ephesus. 

Let us now recapitulate the evidence of Paul's return eastward 
from Rome. His intention was to visit Philippi, Colosse, the 
Hebrews. He actually was at Miletum, at Corinth, at or near 
Nicopolis, at Troas. All this we prove from Scripture. Who 
can doubt then that he was on the shores of the iEgean Sea, after 
his release from the tribunal of Caesar, when brought before it 
the first time ? Or, who will say that our evidence is insufficient, 
when we assert, that, as the first two dates assigned for his 
placing Timothy at Ephesus are indefensible, it must have been 
now, in these later voyages, that he committed that church to 
this his favorite son in the faith, and went on himself to Mace- 
donia? 

But we shall strengthen this body of argument by showing that 
Timothy also returned to the east, after being with Paul in Rome. 

a 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



132 TIMOTHY AT EPHE9US. 

Paul intended to send Timothy to Phllippi, when he should be^ 
free to depart from Rome — ^^ I trust in the Lord Jesus to send 
Timotheus shortly unto you ;" " him, therefore, I hope to send 
presently, so soon as I shall see how it will go with me." (Philw 
ii. 19, 23.) 

Paul intended that Timothy should accompany him to the 
Hebrews — " Our brother Timothy is set at liberty, with whom, if 
he come shortly, I will see you." (Heb. xiii. 23.) From this 
passage it appears that Timothy had also been a prisoner in 
Kome, but was now released. At the moment of Paul's writing 
Timothy had, for a short time, left him ; according to Grotius, 
this excursion was into Gaul, but he was soon expected back to 
accompany Paul on his eastern voyage. 

Timothy actkally was among the eastern churches, after leav- 
ing Rome. While in Rome, Paul writes to the Colossians con-> 
cerning Marcus or Mark, — "If he come unto you, receive him :" 
(Col. iv. 10:) whicli shows that Mark was expected to go to 
Colosse. In the second epistle to Timothy, written after Paul's 
iirst, and during his second imprisonment, he writes — " Take 
Mark, and bring him with thee" to Rome.. (2 Tim. Iv. 11.) 
Mark, therefore, had gons to Colosse; and Timothy was now 
again so near that place, that Paul desired the latter to summon 
the former, or " take" him on his way, to rejoin himself, again 
in bonds in Rome. 

Timothy actually loas^ after leaving Rome, so near Troas, on 
ihsiEgean coast, that Paul, in the second epistle to him, desired 
him to stop there for his cloak, books, and parchments, or else to 
obtain them from that place, and bring them with him to Rome, 
where the great Apostle was now again imprisoned. (2 Tim. 
iv. 13.) This, be it remarked, is positive evidence, depending in no 
degree on construction. And iW renders it infallibly certain that 
Timothy was in the regions not far from Ephesus at this late 
period, the second epistle to him being of the date of A. D. 60. 
With such a positive basis, conjecture uses but moderate license 
in adding, that Timothy was in Ephesus itself, when this epistle 
was addressed to him. 

Timothy actuallt/ was^ we now further assert, in Ephesus 
itself after being Paul's companion in his first imprisonment at 
Rome. The second epistle to him, written after that period, is 
still our authority. 1. Paul, as was not unusual with him, 
nafnes the messenger by whom he sent this epistle, and says 
that he had despatched him to Ephesus — " Tychicus have I sent 
to Ephesus." (2 Tim. iv. 12; see also Rom. xvi. 1 ; 1 Cor. iv. 17; 
xvi. 10; 2 Cor. viii. 16, 18; Eph. vi. 21 ; Phil. ii. 25^ Col. iv. 7, 9 ; 
Philem. 12; also 1 Pet. v. 12.) 2. Paul, in this second epistle, 
desires Timothy to salute the family of Onesiphorus ; and this 
excellent person's residence was in Ephesus. (2 Tim. iv. 10 ; 
comp. do. i. 16-18.) 3. In the first epistle, when Timothy was 
eonfessedly at Ephesus, Paul mentions Hymeneus and Alex- 
ander, as unfaithful ministers of that church ; in the seeond. 
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ej>isf!e he again ifiames the same persons to Titnothy, (1 Ihni. 
i. 30; 2 Tim. ii. 17 ; iv. 14 j see also Acts xix. 33,) wWch implies 
that the latter was then also in that city. 4. Against this 
Alexander, a resident of Ephesus, though jnst then in Rome, 
opposing virulently the persecuted Paul, that apostle specialty 
cautrons Timothy, (2 Tim. iv. 14, 15,) which implies that Tim- 
othy was even to continue in Ephesus after Alexandei" should 
return thither. 

Timothy actually was with Paul in these eastern parts, after 
their release at Kome. The language, "Erastus abode at 
Corinth, but Trophimus have I left at Miletum sick," implies 
that the whole four had recently been companions somewhere 
in those regions, as is allowed by Doddridge in the extract 
already given. 

We may here put together some of the incidents now proved 
so as to throw much light on the proper date of the placing of 
Timothy at Ephesua. Paul and Timothy, with probably others^ 
return from Rome to the eastern churches, visiting excursively 
among them, including Crete, where Titus was " left," and not 
forgetting Philippi. Erastus and Trophimus are then in com- 
pany with them on the shores of Asia Minor. They are in or 
near Ephesus. Paul desires Timothy to remain there as the 
head of that church, and proceeds without him through Troas 
to Macedonia, spending a winter at Nicopolis, in that province, 
or in Epirus. From Macedonia or Nicopolis, he goes on to 
Corinth, where Erastus remains, that city being his home. 
(Rom. xvi.) Thence he sails to Ciete, where he leaves Trophi- 
mus sick at Miletus. And after that he is again at Rome, and 
again a prisoner, when he writes the second epistle to Timothy. 
Let the candid reader examine what has been offered under this 
third head, and determine whether this specification of some of 
the later travels of Paul, is not supported by sufficient scriptural 
evidence, and whether wc have not here assigned the true date 
of the connexion of Timothy with the Ephesian church, as its 
ecclesiastical superior. 

Before proceeding, we ask the reader's, further attention to 
another and interesting proof that Timothy went eastward, 
and to Ephesus, after he and Paul were at Rome, and that 
the first epistle to him was also written at this late date. We 
have seen that Timothy was imprisoned at Rome, and " set at 
liberty.''* An allusion to his trial on this occasion, is found in 

* Heb. xiii. 23. Some translate this expression " sent away," thus denying that 
Timothy iiad been a prisoner ; but we can fkid notliing to outweigh the rendering 
of our translators, "set at liberty ;" wiih which also agree IJeza, Hammond, Calmet, 
Doddf idge, and many others. Why does Paul say to the Philippians, " I trust in 
the Lord Jfisus, to send Timotheus shortly unto you V (Phil. li. 19.) He sent 
Epaphroditus, but Timothy he only trusts or hopes to send, using the same lan- 
guage as in regard to leaving Rome himself^ "I trust in the Lord, that I myselt 
shall come shortly." This mode of ppeaking confirms the opinion that Timothy 
was, like the Apostle, a piisonrr in Roin^ at that period. Epaphras, another com- 
panion of Paul, was also a prisoner with him at Rotne. (See Philem. 23.) So like 
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the fir^ epistle, (vi. 12,) ^' and hast professed a good profession 
before many witnesses." The words " professed a good profes- 
sion," may with equal propriety read " confessed a good confts- 
sion^^^ and mv KaXnv ojioXoyiav is so translated in the next verse, 
concerning Chbist. Such language at once presents the idea 
that Timothy was a confessor, a term afterward applied to 
those Christians who were tried or severely dealt with by their 
persecutors, but escaped with life ; the name martyr being 
appropriated to those who suffered death in the cause of their 
religion. In this view of Timothy's sufferings we see the con- 
nexion between this verse and the next, viz. Timothy confessed 
a good confession before many witnesses, as the Saviour wit- 
nessed a good confession before Pilate. This confession of 
Timothy was of course connected with his imprisonment at 
Rome, (or in Italy,) for we nowhere read of his being in prison, 
or suffering peculiar persecution, or any persecution in which 
he was so prominent as to be a conspicuous confessor, in any 
other place.* This explanation of the passage before us will, 
we think, bear investigation. And the result is, that Timothy 
had been in Rome with Paul, and had returned to the east, before 
he was placed over the church at Ephesus, and before the first 
epistle was written to him. 

To the late date thus given to the first epistle to Timothy, and 
his being stationed in Ephesus to govern its church, " there are 
three plausible objections, (says Macknight,) which must not be 
overlooked. 

" I. It is thought that if this epistle was written after the 
Apostle's release, he could not, with any propriety, have said to 

wise was Aristarchus. (See Col. iv. 10.) And these cases of the imprisonment of 
Paul's friends at that time, showing that such occurrences then took place, appea/ 
to us to settle the translation of the passage respecting Timothy, that he had been 
" set at liberty" from prison or arrest 
* Commentators differ concerning the " profession" or " confession" of Timothy ; 



that of Christ, in the next verse. Hence, other authors refer it to some Ephesian 
persecution of Timothy ; but of this, though much is recorded of Ephesian affairs, 
(Acts xix.) there is no evidence whatever. Aretius urges that it was a confession 
before heathen judges, in bonds, and with peril of life, " because the Apostle terms it 
KaXijVf a * good* confession, that is, conspicuously excellent or illustrious, (speciO' 
aam,) and attended with danger ; moreover, because he adds that this confession was 
made before many witnesses, that is, with intrepidity, all danger of life being dis- 
regarded." This author notices, likewise, that sucn were afterws -d called " con- 
fessors," and were next in estimation to martyrs. He assigns not the time or place 
of this "confession" of Timothy ; but, as the only time we hear of his being under 
restraint was when he was in Rome (Italy) with Paul, the evidence, all that we 
have, favors our assertion that it was then and there that Timothy acquired the 
honor of ranking with "confessors." Calmet agrees that Timoihy was a "con- 
fessor" at the hazard of his life. Hammond regards the "confession" as a "great 
persecution for the faith of Christ." We may add, that the mai^n, being one of 
mjich excellence, of jB Scotch edition of the Bible, refers from each of the passages, 
now under notice, to the other — from the " good confession" to the "set at liberty,* 
and vice versa, 1 Tim. vi. 12 ; Heb. xiii. 23. 
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Tirtiothy iv. 12, " Let no man despise thy youths But it is ra- 
piied,.that Servius Tullius, in classing the Roman people, as Aulus 
G^eilius relates, (1. x. c. 28.) divided their age kiio three periods. 
Childhood^ he limited to the age of seventeen : youth, from that 
Xo forty-six: and old a^e, from forty-six to the end of life. 
Now, supposing Timothy to have been 18 years old, A. D. 50, 
when he became Paul's assistant, be would be no more than 32, 
A. D. 64, two years after the Apostle's release, when it is sup- 
posed this epistle was written.* Wherefore, being then in the 
period of life which, by the Greeks as well as the Romans, was 
considered as yotUh, the Apostle with propriety might say to 
him, * Let no man despise thy youth.' 

*' 2. It is asked. What occaaion was there, in an epistle written 
after the Apostle's release, to give Timothy directions concerning 
the ordination of bishops and deacons in a church where there 
were so many elders already? (Acts xx. 17.) The answer is, 
the elders in the year 58 may have been too few for the church 
at Ephesus, in her increased state, in the year 65. Besides, false 
teachers had then entered, to oppose whom more bishops and 
deacons might be needed than were necessary in the year 58. 
Not to mention that some of the first elders having died, others 
were wanted to supply their places." [The reader will observe 
that this argument of Dr. Macknight's implies that elders or 
presbyter-bishops were not allowed to ordain ; for if they had 
had that power, those already in Ephesus could have ordained 
as many as the growing church required : nor would Timothy's 
staying there to ordain have secured a majority of sound minis- 
ters ; for the unsound elders, if they could have ordained, might 
have added to their numbers as fast as they pleased, and so have 
defeated this object. Dr.-Macknight was an eminent Presbyte- 
rian divine.] 

" 3. Because the Apostle wrote to Timothy that he * hoped to 
come to him soon,' (1 Tim. iii. 14,) it is argued, that the letter in 
which this is said, must have been written before he said to the 
Ephesian elders, (Acts xx. 25,) ' I know that all ye, among whom 
I have gone preaching the kingdom of God, shall see my face no 

more.' But, as it was no point of either faith or practice 

which he spake, he may well be supposed to have declared 
nothing but liis own opinion, resulting from his fears. He had 
lately escaped the rage of the Jews, who laid wait for him in 
Cenchrea, to kill him. (Acts xx. 3.) This, with their fury on 
former occasions, [see also Acts xx. 22, 23, 24,] filled him with 
<uch anxiety, that in writing to the Romans from Corinth, he 



* Dr. Macknight's chronol(«y difTers from that of Bishop Lloyd, the one asnally 
jdopted, in that the former calculates the " fcurtcen years after," (Gal. ii. 1,) from 
he conversion of Paul, instead of his first visi to Jerusalem, three years later, (Gal. 
t 18.) According to Bishop Lloyd, Timothy became Paul's assistant, A. D. 53, 
(Acta xvi. 3,) and the first epistle to him was written, A. D. 65. If Timothy was 18 
years old at the first date, he was 30 at the second ; or if 21 at the first, he wis 33 at 
the stt.'ond. This latter age is but youth, in most men. 
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requested them to 'strive together wich him in their prayers, that 
he might be delivered from the unbelieving in Judea.' (RofB. 
XV. 30, 31.) Further, that in his speech to the Ephesian elders, 
the Apo8»lle only declared his own persuasion, dictated by his 
fears,, and not any suggestion of the Spirit, I think plain from 
what he had said immediately before — * Behold, I go bound in 
the spirit to Jerusalem, not knowing- the things which shall befult 
me there ; save that the Holy Ghost witnesseth in every city, 
saying, that bonds and afflictions abide me.' Wherefore, al- 
though his fears were happily disappointed, and he actually 
visited the Ephesians after his release, his character as an in- 
spired apostle is not hurt in the least, if, in saying ^ he knew they 
should see his face no more,' he declared, as I have said, his own 
persuasion only, and no dictate of the Holy Ghost." MacknighL 
iv. p. 160. 

In regard to this latter objection, that Paul was to see the 
elders of Ephesus no more, it is further to be remarked that he 
may have never seen them again, or have been in Ephesus itself^ 
although he visited other eastern churches, and other parts of 
the iEgean coasts. He may, when he " was going into Mace- 
donia," have been in a vessel which but touched at Ephesus; 
and so have left Timothy there, while he continued his voyage. 
Or, Timothy may, at that time, have been at Ephesus, and re- 
joined him in those parts, when Paul requested him to " abide" 
there "still." Or, without Timothy's thus rejoining him, Paul 
may have despatched a messenger or a letter to him, beseeching 
him to continue in that city ; the first epistle being afterward 
sent, as his full credentials in his high office. That Paul and 
Timothy revisited those regions after being in Rome, has, we 
think, been abundantly shown ; and either of the above suppo- 
sitions, each of them being perfectly natural, will meet the 
objection that Paul was to see the Ephesian elders no more. 
Doddridge, on this passage, observes — "I conclude that the 
Apostle had received some particular revelation, that, if he should 
ever return to these parts of Asia again, (as from Philem. 22, 1 
think it probable he might,) yet that he should not have an op- 
portunity of call'ng at Ephesus, or of seeing the ministers whom 
he now addressed." 

As on the one hand there is good authority for interpreting 
the above declaration of Paul, (that he knew he would see those 
elders no more,) as being the mere suggestion of his apprehen- 
sions, (see Macknight, Hammond, Poole's Synopsis anu Poole's 
Annot.) it is perfectly fair to suppose that both he and Timothy 
were new again in Ephesus, when he besought him to abide 
there as the head of its church. But if it be alleged, on the 
other hand, that this impression of Paul was prophetic and 
inspired, it is sufficient to say that be met Timothy or sent him 
a message, while somewhere near Ephesus, on his way to 
Macedonia, when, at the late period mentioned, he made this 
request of him. 
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Vte ishfk^ add one more Valne^Ie extract froii»fifeckiii^^ 
(IV. 157.) ^ 

" When tf>e Apostle wrote hi» first epistle to Timothy, ' be 
hoped to eome to him wtm.' (iii. 14) But from the history of 
the Acts, k is certain that in no letter written to Timothy after 
the riot, till his first confinement in Rome, could the Apostle 
say that he hoped to ^ come to him soon.* He could not say so 
in any letter written from Troas, the first place lie stopped at 
after leaving Ephesus : for at that time he was going into 
Macedonia and Achaia to receive the collections [for the poor 
brethren in Jerusalem] from the churches in these provinces* 
[Acts XX. 1 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 3, 4, 5.] Neither could he say so after 
writing his second to the Corinihians, from Macedonia : for in 
that epistle he told the Corinthians he was coming to them with 
the Macedonian brethren, who were commissioned to aitend 
him in his voyage to Jerusalem with the collections, (8 Cor. 
xi. 4,) and that he meant to sail directly from Corinth to Judea. 
(2 Cor. i. 18.) [See also Rom. xv. 25, 26, written at CoHnlih] 
As little could he write to Timothy, that he ' hoped to come to 
him soon,' when he altered his resolution on occasion of the 
lying in wait of the Jews, and returned into Macedonia; (Acts 
XX. § :) for he was then in such haste to be at Jerusalem on 
the day of Pentecost, that when he came to Miletus^ instead of 
going to Ephesus, he sent for the elders of that church to come 
to him. (Acts xx. 16, 17.) When he arrived in Judea he could 
not write that he * hoped to come to Ephesus soon :' for he 
was imprisoned a few days after he went up to^Jerusalem. 
And having continued two years in prison at Ciesarea, he was 
sent bmmd to Rome, where likewise being confined, he could 
not, till toward the conclusion of that confinement, write to 
Timothy that he * hoped to come to him soon.' And even then 
he did not write his first epistle to Timothy : for Timolliy 
was with him at the conclusion of his confinement. (Philip, 
ii. 19-23.)" 

We feel confident that no ingenuity can overturn the mass of 
argument now adduced. And we therefore do not hesitate to 
answer finally the question, When did Paul place Timothy over 
the church at Ephesus? He did so when they both were among 
the eastern churches after his first imprisonment in Rome, and 
not before, the date being A. D. 65, according to Bishop Lloyd's 
chronology.* 

At that time there was a body of clergy in Ephesus, for there 
had been five years or more previously, (Acts xx. 17;) and 
over these Timothy was placed as the supreme oflicer, soon 
afterward called a bishop. It matters little mdeed in reference 
to the Episcopal argument whether Timotny found clergy in 



♦ or modern authorities, besides Macknight, — T. Scott, A. Clarke, Bishop Ttanlinej 
G. Townsend, and T. Hartwell Home, agree that the date of this epistle was n/iar 
Pittl's first impriacximeQt in Roms, and a^ut the year we have assigned. 
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EphesuSyJiiMn he took charge of'^ihe church with the power of 
ordaining and governing ; or whether there were none there as 
yet, and he was to ordain all that were required. la either case 
he would have the ordaining power, such as the apostles had, 
and such as presbyters (alone) are nowhere in Scripture said 
to possess. As, however, the truth is that there were clergy 
(" teachers") in Ephesus when Timothy was placed there, we 
have deemed it proper in the present article to illustrate and 
confirm this only sound view of the subject. 

We again, therefore, desire the reader to compare St. Paul's 
address to the elders of Ephesus, ("Acts xx. 18-35,) with the 
epistles to Timothy, when afterward placed over them as their 
bishop. While the elders had no bishop, nothing was hinted of 
any ordaining or supreme clerical power in Ephesus. When, 
however, a bishop was afterward resident with them, those 
powers are fully recognised as existing there in the person of 
Timothy : he is to "lay on hands ;" he is to " receive accusations 
against elders ;" he is to " charge them to teach no^ false doc- 
trine ;" " this charge I commit unto thee, son Timothy." The 
elders are never once mentioned as having these rights, or as 
sharing them. If our opponents say that he superseded the 
elders for a time, we first ask the proof that the latter had such 
powers before he came among them; we next ask the proof that 
they resumed such powers on his relinquishing that church, if 
he ever did : but no proof can be found for either of these 
points. Why should there not be scriptural evidence for Pres- 
byterian ordination, and that evidence as strong and as clear as 
for the (so called) evangelical right of ordination existing in 
Timothy ? How is it, if evangelical ordination (so called) was 
but temporary, while Presbyterian ordination was to be perma- 
nent, that the former stands broadly and for ever on record, 
while the latter has not one particle of proof positive in the New 
Testament 7 

The Episcopal solution of these questions is the only sound one. 

1. Ordination did not belong to evangelists merely as such, but 
to ministers of a fixed grade superior to elders or presbyters. 

2. Ordination by these superior officers was not to be tempo- 
rary, but permanent ; and therefore this right, as possessed by 
such oflScers, of apostolical or Episcopal rank, stands broadly 
and. for ever on record. 3. Ordination by inferior clergymen 
was never designed by Christ or the Apostles ; and therefore 
the New Testament affords it not a particle of proof positive. 
So clear is the Episcopal interpretation and view of these parts 
of Scripture. 

And it is worthy of note that the chief oflScer and the elders 
of the same church are thus set in contrast. Had indeed the 
address of Paul been to the elders of Antioch or Philippi, of 
Pontus or Illyricum, while the epistles were to Timothy jn 
Ephesus, our argument would have been strong enough ; as 
showing that the office of the latter was superior to that of the 
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former. But as both belonged to the one church of Ephesiis, 
we have the stronger argument, that that identical officer Timo- 
thy, was superior to that identical body of elders, and exercised 
his powers over the very church to which they belonged. 

In the full enjoyment of these powers, ordaining and supreme 
government, and fixed at Ephesus, with the exception of a visit 
to the venerable Paul when expecting martyrdom, the holy 
record completes its notice of Timothy, his eminent and most 
beloved son in the Ciospel. The functions of the apostles and 
of their first Episcopal brethren were sometimes diocesan and 
{sometimes excursive ; a bishop may perform Episcopal duty 
either way. Timothy appears to have often performed excur- 
sive Episcopal offices. But, from the tone of the two epistles, 
from the charge to him to oppose false teachers, while it yet 
is intimated that false teachmg would continue even to the 
" latter times," — from the warning given him respecting Alexan- 
der when he should return from Rome to Ephesus,— from the 
admonition to be faithful in his trust "till the appearing of 
Christ," i, e. till Timothy's own death, — from the intimation that 
his functions were to continue should Paul*" tarry long," and 
its not being revoked in the second epistle, when he fully 
expected martyrdom, — from all these considerations, added to 
Paul's original request that he would remain indefinitely at 
Ephesus, we conclude, that from the time of that request, and 
when Scripture takes its leave of him, he was the diocesan 
bishop of the church in that city, 

H. V. O. 
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From the Quarterly Christian Spectaliir. 

REVIEW. 



Answer to a Review (in the Quarterly Christian Spectaim) cf 
*^ Episcopacy Tested by Scripture;" Jirst published in the Protestant 
Episcopalian for May, 1834. Philadelphia: Jesper Harding. 1834. 
pp. 19. 

When the review of the tract, " Episoopacy Tested by Scrip- 
ture," was prepared,* it was not our design to engage in a con- 
troversy on the subject there discussed. We well knew how 
unprofitable and how endless such a controversy might become; 
and we felt that we had more important business to engage our 
attention, than that of endeavoring to defend the external order 
of the Church. The subject attracted our notice, because, on 
two different occasions, the tract which was the subject of the 
review, had been sent to us, in one instance accompanied with a 
polite request, — evidently from an Episcopalian, — to give to it 
our particular attention ; because, too, the tract had been pub- 
lished at the " Episcopal Press," and it was known that it would 
be extensively circulated ; because it had been the subject of no 
small self-gralulalion among the Episcopalians, and had been 
suffered, notwithstanding the manifest complacency with which 
they regarded it, to lie unanswered ; but mainly, because it made 
an appeal at once to the Bible, and professed a willingness that 
the question should be settled by the authority of tiie Scriptures 
alone. This appeared to us to be placing the subject on new 
ground. The first emotion produced by the title of the tract 
was one of surprise. We had been so accustomed to regard this 
controversy as one that was to be settled solely by t^e authority 
of the fathers; we had been so disheartened, and sickened by 
the unprofitable nature, the interminable duration, and the want 
of fixed bounds and principles, in that investigation; we had* 
seen so little reference made to the Bible, on either side of the 
question, that it excited in us no small degree of surprise to 
learn, that a bishop of the Episcopal Church should be willing 
to make a direct, decisive, and unqualified appeal to the New 
Testament. It was so unusual ; it gave so new a direction to 
the controversy ; it promised so speedy an issue, and one so 
little auspicious to the cause which the bishop was engaged in 
defending, that we were not unwilling to turn aside from our 
usual engagements, and to examine the proofs adduced in this 
somewhat novel mode of the Episcopal controversy. 



♦ Chriati' i Spectator, vol. vi, 

( 130) 
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Shortly after our review was published, an "Answer" to the 
article appeared in the "Protestant Episcopalian," understood 
to come from the author of the Tract. With a copy of this, the 
writer of the review was politely furnished by Dr. Onderdonk. 
The "Answer" is marked with the same general characteristics 
as the Tract itself. It evinces, in general, the same spirit of 
Christian feeling, and of candid inquiry} the same calm, col- 
lected, and manly style of argument; the same familiarity with 
the subject; and the same habit, — by no means as common as 
is desirable, — of applying the principles of the inductive philo- 
sophy to moral subjects. To this general statement, perhaps, 
should be made a slight exception. A candid observer possibly 
would discern in the "Answer" some marks of haste, and some 
indications of disturbed repose, — possibly of a slight sensation 
in perceiving that the material point of the argument in t,he 
Tract, had not been as strongly fortified as was indispensable. 
As instances of this sensation, we might notice the train of 
remarks in pp. 8, 9, and especially in the following expressions: 
"The reasonings throughout his article," (the reviewer's,) "are 
much the same as those usually brought against Episcopacy; 
and where they are not the same, they are so much minus the 
former ground," &c. "No one, for three years, brought these 
old reasonings against the Tract — no one, till the reviewer fancied 
he had discovered a weak spot in it, and might, therefore, re- 
produce some of them with effect." "The present is only a 
start in its slumber." And again, on page 15, the author of the 
reply speaks of the reviewer as one whom he suspects " to be a 
new comer into this field of controversy," if not^with the inten- 
tion, at least with the appearance^ of designing to disparage the 
force of the arguments which the reviewer had urged. Now, it 
is unnecessary for us to remind Dr. Onderdonk, that the inquiry 
is not, whether the arguments are old or new, but whether they 
are pertinent and valid. Nor is the question, whether one is a 
" new comer" into this controversy. Arguments may not be the 
less cogent and unanswerable, for being urged by one who has 
not before entered the lists; nor will arguments from the Bible 
be satisfactorily met by an affirmation that they are urged by 
one unknown in the field of debate. It may be proper, however, 
for us to observe, in self-vindication, that the arguments which 
we urged were drawn from no other book than the Bible. The 
" Tract" and the New Testament were the only books before us 
in the preparation of the article. The course of argument sug- 
gested was that only which was producer by the investigation 
of the Scriptures. Whether we have fallen into any train of 
thinking which has been before urged by writers on this sub- 
ject, we do not even now know, nor are we likely to know; as 
it is our fixed purpose not to travel out of the record before us, 
— the inspired account of the matter in the sacred Scriptures. 
If, however, the arguments which we have urged, be " the same 
with those which are usually brought against Episcopacy," (p. 8,) 
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h furnishes a case of coincidence of results, In investigating the 
New Testament, which is itself some evidence that the objec- 
tions to Episcopacy are such as obviously occur to different 
minds, engaged in independent investigation. 

When the reply appeared, it became a question with us 
whether the controversy should be prolonged. A perusal of the 
" Answer" did not suggest any necessity for departing from our 
original intention, not to engage in such a controversy. It did 
not appear to furnish any new argument, which seemed to call 
for notice, or to invalidate any of the positions defended in the 
review. Almost the whole of the "Answer" appeared to be 
simply an expansion cff a, note in the Tract, (p. 12, note z,) which, 
when the review was prepared, seemed not to furnish an argu- 
ment that required particular attention. The fact, too, that then 
the argument was expressed in a note, in small type, and at the 
bottom of the page^ was an indication that it was not of much 
magnitude in the eye of the author of the Tract himself. Why 
it is now expanded^ so as to constitute the very body and 
essence of the reply, is to us proof, that the subject, on the 
Episcopal side, is exhausted. This fact is of such a nature, as 
to impress the mind strongly with the belief, that henceforth 
nothing remains to be added, in the effort to **test Episcopacy 
by Scripture." 

In departing from our original purpose, it is our wish to 
reciprocate the kind feeling and candor of the author of the 
"Tract," and of the "Answer." Truth, not victory, is our 
object. We have but one wish on this subject. It is, that the 
principles upon which Goo designed to establish and govern his 
holy Church, may be developed and understood. We resume 
the subject with profound and undiminished respect for the 
talents, the piety, and the learning of the author of the Tract 
and Answer; and with a purpose that this shall he final, on our 
part, unless something new, and vital to the subject, shall be 
added. In this, as well as in all other things, our desire is, not to 
write one line, which, dying, — or in heaven, 

— ^we would wish to bloU 

Still, this desire, so deeply cherished, does not forbid a full and 
free examination of arguments. Our conscientious belief is, thai 
the superiority " in ministerial power and rights," (Tract, p. 15,) 
claimed by Episcopal bishops, is a superiority known in the 
Episcopal churches only, and not in the New Testament ; and 
this we purpose to show. 

In entering upon our examination of the " Answer," we may 
remark, that the scriptural argument for Episcopacy is now 
fairly and entirely before the world. On the Episcopal side, 
nothing material to be said, can remair. The whole argument 
is in the Tract, and in the Answer. I( Episcopacy is not estab- 
Jshed in these, we may infer that it is not in the Bible. If not 
in the Bible, it is not " necessarily binding." ( Tract, p. 3.) To this 
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conclusion, — that the whole of the material part of the scriptnral 
argument is before the world, in these pamphlets, — we are con- 
ducted by the fact that neither talent, learning, zeal, nor time» 
have been wanting, in order to present it ; that their author en- 
tered on the discussion, manifestly acquainted with all that was 
to be said ; that the subject has now been before the public more 
than four years; (see advertisement to the Tract;) and that, 
during that tinve, it is to be presumed, if there had been any more 
material statements to be presented from the Bible, they would 
have appeared in the "Answer." There is much advantage in 
examining an argument, with the conviction, that nothing more 
remains to be said ; and that we may, therefore, contemplate it 
as an unbroken and unimproveable whole, without the possibility 
of any addiiion to the number of the arguments, or increase of 
their strength. On this vantage-ground we now stand, to con- 
template the argument in support of the stupendous fabric of 
Episcopacy in the Christian Church. 

In entering upon this examination, we are struck with — what 
we had indeed anticipated, — a very strong inclination, on the 
part of the atithor of the Tract, to appeal again to certain " ex- 
traneous" authorities, of which we heard nothing in the Tract 
itself;^ except to disclaim them. The Tract commenced with 
th€ bold and startling announcement, that if Episcopacy has not 
the authority of Scripture, it is not " necessarily binding." p. 3* 
** No argument," the Tract goes on to say, " is worth taking into 
ike account^ that has not a palpable bearing on the clear and 
naked topic, — the scriptural evidence of Episcopacy." p. 3. We 
have italicised a part of this quotation, to call tHI attention of 
our readers particularly to it. The affirmation, so unusual in 
the mouth of an Episcopalian^ is, that no argument is worth 
TAKING INTO THE ACCOUNT, that does Hot bear on the scriptural 
proof. Now we anticipated that if a reply was made to our 
review, from any quarter, we should find a qualification of this 
statement, and a much more complacent regard shown to the 
fathers, and to other ^^ extraneous consideraiionsy^^ (Tract, p. 4,) 
than would 5e consistent with this unqualified disclaimer in the 
Tract The truth is, that the fathers are regarded as too material 
witnesses, to be so readily abandoned. The * tradition of the 
elders,' has been too long pressed into the service of the Epis- 
copacy ; there has been too conscious a sense of the weakness 
of the scriptural proof, to renounce heartily, entirely, and for 
ever, all reliance on other proof than the New Testament. The 
'' Answer" would have lacked a very material feature which we 
expected to find in it, if there had been no incliration manifested 
to plunge into this abyss of traditional history where light and 
darkness struggle together, and no wish to recall the testimony 
of uninspired antiquity, to the service of prelacy. Accordingly, 
we were prepared for the following declaration, which we quote 
entire, from pp. 3 and 4, of the Answer : — 

'< Because the author of the Tract rested the claims of Episco- 
12 
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pacy finally on Scripture — because he fills a high office in the 
Church — and because the Tract is issued by so prominent an 
Episcopal institution as the * Press,' the reviewer seems to think 
that Episcopalians are now to abandon all arguments not drawn 
directly from the holy volume. Not at all. The author of the 
Tract, in his sermon at the consecration of the four bishops, in 
October, 1832, advocated Episcopacy, besides on other grounds, 
on that of there being several grades of office in the priesthoods of 
all relisrions, false as well as true, and in all civil magistracies and 
other official structures, — and, in his late Charge, he adverted to 
the evidence in its feevor contained in the fathers. And the 
* Press,' at the time it issued the Tract, issued also with it, in the 
' Works on Episcopacy,' those of Dr. Bowden and Dr. Cooke ; 
which embrace the argument at large. There is no reason, 
therefore, for thinking, that, however a single writer may use 
selected arguments in a single publication, either he or other 
Episcopalians will (or should) narrow the ground they have 
usually occupied. The fathers are consulted on this subject, 
because the fabric of the ministry which they describe forms an 
historical basis for interpreting Scripture. And general practice, 
in regard to distinct grades among officers, throws a heavier 
burden of disproof on those whose interpretations are adverse to 
Episcopacy: this latter topic we shall again notice before we 
close." 

Til is passage, so far from insisting, as the Tract had done, that 
no argument was worth taking' into the account, except the 
scriptural prcjof, refers distinctly to the following points, which 
we beg leave to call " extraneous considerations,^'* as proof of 
Episcopacy. (1.) The fact, that there "are several grades of 
office in the priesthood of all religions;" (2.) That the same 
thing occurs "in all civil magistracies, and other official struc- 
tures;" (3.) The evidence of the fathers; and, (4.) "Other 
grounds," which the author informs us he had insisted on in an 
ordination sermon, in 1832. And in this very passage, he makes 
the following remarkable statement, which we propose soon to 
potice further, — " The fathers are consulted on the subject, be- 
ca'ise the fabric of the ministry which they describe, forms an 
historical basis for interpreting Scripture." 

Slight circumstances often show strong inclinations and habits 
of mind. How strong a hold this reference to other "consider- 
ations" than the Scriptures, has taken upon the mind of the 
author of the Tract, and how reluctant he was to part with the 
" extraneous" argument from the fathers, is shown by the fact, 
that he again recurs to it in the " Answer," and presents it at 
much greater length. Thus on pp. 18, 19, at the very close of 
the Answer, we are presented with the following incurrence to 
the argument from other considerations than the Scriptures: — 

" One word more concerning the * burden of proof,' as con- 
trasted with the * presumptive argument.' The Tract claime<i 
no presumption in its favor in seeking for the scriptural proofs 
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of Episcopacy. We do — a presumption founded on common 
sense, as indicated by common practice. Set aside parity and 
Episcopacy, and then look at other systems of office^ both religious 
and civil, and you find several grades of officers. In the 
Patriarchal Church, there Was the distinction of * high priest' 
and * priest.* In th-e Jewish Church, (common sense being, in 
this case unquestionably, divinely approved,) there were ihe 
high-priest, priests, and Levites. Among Pagans and Mahomed- 
ans, there are various grades in the office deemed sacred. Civil 
governments have usually governors, a president, princes, a king, 
an emperor, &c., as the heads of the general, or state, or provin- 
cial magistracies. In armies and navies, there is always a chief. 
If the reviewer should claim exceptions, we reply, they are ex- 
ceptions only, and very few in number. The general rule is 
with us. That general rule, next to universal, is, that among 
officers, there is a difference of power, of rights, of rank, of grade, 
call it what you will. And this general rule gives a presumption 
that such will also be the case in the Christian Church. We go 
lo Scripture, then, with the presumptive argument fully against 
parity. If we should find in Scripture neither imparity nor 
parity, still common sense decides for the former. If we find 
tlie tone of Scripture doubtful, on this point, imparity has the 
advantage, common sense turning the scale. If we find there 
intimations, less than positive injunctions, in favor of imparity, 
common sense, besides the respect due to Scripture, decides for 
our interpretation of them. And if any thing in Scripture is 
supposed to prove or to justify parity, it must be very explicit, 
to overturn the suggestion of common sense. The * presump- 
tive argument,' then, is clearly with us, and the * burden of 
proof lies on parity. Let the reviewer peruse the Tract again, 
bearing in mind the principles laid down in this paragraph, and 
he will, we trust, think better of it." 

These observations, it will be remembered, are made by the 
same yriter, and in connexion with the same subject, as the 
declaration, that " no argdment is worth taking into the ac- 
cocNT, that has not a palpable bearing on the clear and naked 
topic, — the Scriptural evidence of Episcopacy. ^^ 

Now, against the principles of interpretation here stated, and 
which the Traet led us to suppose were abandoned, we enter our 
decided and solemn protest. The question, — the only question 
in the case, is, whether Episcopacy "has the authority of Scrip- 
ture?" (Tract, p. 3.) The affirmation is, that if it has not "it 
is not necessarily binding." (p. 3.) The principle of interpret- 
ation, which in the Answer is introduced to guide us in this 
inquiry, is, that "the fathers are consulted on the subject, 
because the fabric of the ministry which they describe, forms 
an historical basis for interpreting Scripture." (Answer, p. 3.) In 
order to understand the bearing of this rule of interpretation it 
is necessary to know what it means. A "basis" is defined to be 
" the foundation of a thing ; that on which a thing stands or 
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lies' that on which it rests; the grouiwl-work or first principle; 
that which supports." Webster. "An AiVoricaZ basis" must mean, 
therefore, that the opinions, or facts of history, that is, in this 
case, the testimony of the fathers, constitute i\\e foundation^ the 
ground-work^ or first principle of the interpretation of the Bible; 
or that on which such an interpretation rests^ or by which it is 
supported. It would seem to follow, therefi)re, tliat unless we 
first become acquainted with tins "historical basis," we are 
wholly in the dark abont the proper interpretation of the Bible, 
and that our interpretation is destitute of any true support and 
authority. To this principle of interpretation, in this case, and 
in all others, the objections are obvious and numerous. (1.) Our 
first objection lies against the supposed necessity of having any 
such previously ascertained hasis^ in order to a just interpreta- 
tion of the oracles of God. We object wholly to the doctrine, 
that the Scriptures are to be interpreted by historical facts to be 
developed long after the book was written. The great mass ot 
men are wholly incompetent to enter into any such " historicaP 
Inquiry; but the great mass of men are not unqualified to un- 
derstand the general drift and tenor of the New Testament. 
{%) The statement is, that "the fnbric of the ministry which 
they describe," Is to be the basis of such interpretatioh. But 
who knows what the fabric of the ministry whidi they describe 
is? It is to be remembered, that the question is not respecting 
the ministry in the fourth century and onward : but the inquiry, 
— and the only one of material value in any supposition,— rper- 
tains to the fathers previous to that period. And there every 
thing is unsettled. Prelacy claims the fathers in that unknown 
age. The Papacy claims the fathers there. Presbyterian ism 
claims the fathers there* Congregationalism and Independency, 
too, claim them there. Every thing is unsettled and chaotic. 
And this is the very point which ha» been the interminable 
subject of contention in this whole inquiry, and from which we 
hoped we had escaped, by the principles laid down in the Tract 
Yet the position now advanced, would lead us again into all the 
difficulties, and controversies, and jostling elements, and contra- 
dictory statements, which have always attended the appeal to 
the fathers. If we are to wait until we have ascertained " the 
fabric of the ministry" which these fathers describe, before we 
have a "basis" for interpreting ^ripture, we may close the 
New Testament in despair. (3.) This canon of interpretation 
is contrary to the rule which Dr. Onderdonk has himself laid 
down in the Tract itself, (p. 3.) In that instance, the authority 
of the Scriptures was declared to be ample and final. And 
throughout the Tract there is a manifest indication of a belief, 
that the Bible is susceptible of interpretation, on the acknow- 
ledged rules of language, and the principles of common sense. 
We hailed such a manifestation, not only as auspicious to the 
cause of truth in regard to the claims of Episcopacy, but because 
h evinced the spirit t» which the Church must come, — of a 
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direct, unqualified, and final appeal to the Word of God, — to 
determine religious doctrine. To that standard we mean to 
adhere. And, as far as in us lies, we intend to hold it up 
to the view of men, and to insist on the great truth from 
which nothing shall ever divert us, and from which we fer- 
vently pray the Church may never be diverted, that we are 
not to look for the discovery of truth, by ascertaining ^r«< an 
"historical basis," or, a set of instruments by which we are to 
measure and adjust the proportions of truth which we find in the 
revelation of God. Without any design to disparage or under- 
value the fathers, whom we sincerely reverence, as having been 
holy, bold, and venerable men ; without any blindness, as we 
l)elieve, to ihe living lustre of tliat piety which led many of them^ 
to the stake ; without any apprehension, that their testimony," 
when examined, would be found to be on the side of Episcopacv, 
— for it remains yet to be seen, that the fathers of the first t\v(» 
centuries ever dreamed of the pride and domination which sub- 
sequently crept into the Churchy ^d assumed the form of pre- 
lacy and popery : without anything to influence us, so far as we 
know, from any of these " ejttraneous** sources, we intend to d«» 
all in our power to extend and perpetuate the doctrine, that the 
ultimate appeal in all religious inquiry, is to be the Bible, and tlio 
Bible only. " The Bible," said Chillingworth, " is the religion 
of the Protestants." We rejoice to hear this sentiment echoed 
from the Assistant Bishop of Pennsylvania. And without mean- 
ing to insinuate, that this sentiment is not as honestly acted on 
by Episcopalians as by any other denomination of Clfristians. 
we may add, that we deem the first sentence of the Tracf worthy 
to be written in letters of gold, on the posts of every Episcopal 
sanctuary, and over every altar, and on the cover of every " Book 
of Common Prayer." " The claim of Episcopacy to be of Divine 
ifistitution, and therefore obligatory on the Churchy rests fundxt- 
mentally on the one question^ — Has it the authority of Scnpturel 
If it has not^ it is not necessarily bifiding:" (4.) Our fourth 
objection to this rule of interpretation is, that it is, substantially, 
that on which rests the papal hierarchy. We do not know that 
the Papist would wish to express his principles of interpretation 
in stronger language, than that "the fathers are consulted on 
this subject, because the fabric of the ministry which they do- 
scribe, forms an historical basis for interpreting Scripture." To 
us it seems, that this would express all that they ask ; and as we 
doubt not that Dr. Onderdonk would shrink from any approxi- 
mation to the Papacy, quite as firmly as ourselves, we deem it 
necessary merely to suggest the consideration, to render iUc 
objection at once satisfactory to his own mind. 

We object, also, to the principle of interpretation advanced <»i; 
p. IS, of the Answer, which we have already quoted. The fio; 
there assumed, is, that various orders of men are observabli: i . 
civil governments, &c. ; and hence, that there is presumpiiv c 
evidence, that such orders are to be found in the Scriptures. We 
12* 
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are not ignorant of the purpose for which this fact is adduced. 
It is to show, that the ** burden of proof" does not lie so entirely 
on the Episcopalian, as we had affirmed in the Review. We 
admit, to some extent, the modifying force of the circumstances, 
so far as the " burden of proof" is concerned. But it merely 
lightens the burden ; it does not remove it. Presumption, in 
such a case, is not proof. When the fact affirmed relates to a 
doctrine of the Bible, it is not sufficient to say, that that fact 
occurred elsewhere, and therefore it must occur in the Bible. It 
is still the business of the Episcopalian, to prove his affirmation 
from' the New Testament itself, that bishops are superior to other 
ministers of the Gospel, in ministerial power and rights. This 
is his affirmation ; this is the point which he urges ; this is to be 
made out from the Bible only; and assuredly the fact, that there 
are dukes, and earls, and emperors, and admirals, and nabobs, 
forms, at best, a very slight presumption in favor of the affirmation, 
that the ministry of the Gospel consists of three * orders.' But 
our objections may be further stated. So far as the 'presumption 
gocs^ it is not particularly in^ favor of Episcopacy^ as consisting 
in THREE orders of the clergy. For, (1.) The fact is not, that 
there are three orders observable every where. It is, that there 
are many orders and ranks of civil officers and of men. (2.) The 
presumption drawn from what has taken place, would be rather 
in favor of despotism, and the papacy. (3.) The presumption is 
equally met by the doctrine of Presbyterianism as by prelacy. 
Presbyterians hold equally to a division of their community into 
various *ranks, — into bishops, and elders, and deacons, and peo- 
ple. The presumption, drawn from the fact that civil society is 
thus broken up, is as really in their favor, as in favor of Epis- 
copacy. (4.) The Congregationalist may urge it with the same 
propriety. His community registers the names of his minister, 
and deacons, and church, and congregation, each with distinct 
privileges and rights. If Dr. Onderdonk should reply to this, 
that his remark referred only to the distinction of ^^ systems of 
office^ both religious and civil," (p, 18,) and " that among officers^ 
there is a difference of power and rights," (p. 19,) we reply, that 
the distinction of officers pertains to other churches, as well as 
the Episcopal. No Non-episcopalian, perhaps, can be found, 
who holds to a parity of office. He will refer, at once, to his 
minister, to his elders, to his deacons, as evincing sufficient 
disparity^ to meet the full force of the presumption alleged by 
Dr. Onderdonk. But our main objection here, as before, is to the 
principle of interpretation. We respectfully insist, that it should 
be laid aside, as an " extraneous consideration," in the inquiry, 
whether Episcopacy " has the authority of Scripture." 

In our review, we stated that the burden of proof, in this Inquiry, 
was laid wholly on the friends of Episcopacy, (p. 7.) This point 
was so obvious, that we did not think it necessary to illustrate it 
at length. Nor do we now intend to do more than merely, by 
adverting to it, to recall it to the attention of our readers. The 
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MthoT of the " Answer" has endeavored to remove ihts barden 
from himself and his friends, (p. 4, and p. 18.) This he has 
done^ by attemptinsr to show that there is a presumptive argu- 
ment in favor of Episcopacy ; which presumption throws* tiie 
task o{ proving the parity of the clergy on those who advocate 
it.. Now we are not disposed to enter into a controversy on this 
point. To us it seemed, and still seems, to be a plain case, that 
where it was affirmed that the clergy of the Christian Ohurch 
was separated, by Divine authority, into three grades, or orders, 
and that one of those orders had the exclusive right of ordina- 
tion, of duccipline, and of general superintendence; it could not 
be a matter requiring much deliberation, to know where rested 
Ihe burden of proof. If a man assumes authority over an 
army, demanding the subordination of all other officers to his 
will, it is not a very unreasonable presumption, that the burden 
of proof lies with him ; nor would it be the obtfious course, to 
expect Itie entire mass of officers to show, that he had not 
received such a commission. We shall, therefore, feel ourselves 
to be pursuing a very obvious course, if we do not recognise the 
authority of Episcopal bishops, unless there is proof positive of 
their commission. We may add further, that in the supposed 
case of the commander of the army or the navy, we should not 
regard that as a very satisfactory proof, which was pursued with 
as little directness and explicitness as are evinced in the argu- 
*nient to establish the original domination and perpetuity of the 
prelatical office. And in this connexion we may remark, that it 
ia perfectly immaterial, as to the main point, what may be the 
<^>inion of the man who calls the claim in question, or what 
maybe the particular denomination to which he is attached. 
Whether he is an Independent, a Presbyterian, or a Congregar 
tionalist, it may be equally true, that the bishop of the Episcopal 
Church is unable to make out his claims from the New Testa- 
Bient. The only material point, in which all other denominar 
tions are agreed, is, that the ministers of the New Testament are 
on an equality, in the respect under consideration ; that the 
power of ordaining) and ad ministeringf discipline, and of super- 
intending the concerns of the Church, is intrusted to them, as 
equals, in opposition to the exclusive and exalted assumptions ot 
a few, who clatm the right to deprive them of these powers, and 
to make their ministrations null and void. And when claims ox 
this order are advanced, — claims designed to dispossess the great 
mass of the ministry throughout the world, of the right of trans- 
mitting their office to others ; of exercising government and dis- 
cipline in their own pastoral charges ; of superintending and 
controlling the affairs of the particular portion of the Church 
universal, with which they are specifically intrusted; when 
claims like these are' presented, tending to degrade them from 
their office, to annihilate tfteir authority, and to leave their charges 
without a ministry ; — we may respectfully insist, trfht the proo 
of this should be drawn, by no circumlocution, from the Biblo 
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We wish to see, with great pertinency, the chapter, and the 
verse : we can with difficulty resist the impression that it should 
be done iotidem verbis^ or at least, so nearly so, that there could 
be no possibility of mistake. 

"We may here remind our readers of the precise points which 
Episcopacy is called upon to make out. The first is, that tlie 
apostles were "distinguished from the elders, because they were 
superior to them in ministerial power and rights." (Tract, p. 15.) 
The second is, that this distinction " was so persevered in, as t« 
indicate that it was a permanent arrangement." (Tract, p. 23.) 
These are independent propositions. One by no means follows 
from tlie other. Should the first be admitted, yet the second it 
to be established by efpially explicit and independent proof. 
Nay, the second is by far tlie most material point, and should, 
as we shall show, be fortified by the most irrefragable arguments. 
The third point, indispensable to the other two, is, that there is 
no evidence in the New Testament, that presbyters, or elders, 
discharged the functions which are now claimed for bishops ; that 
is, that they either (1.) ordained, or (2.) exercised discipline, or 
(3.) exerted a general supervision. (Tract, p. 11.) Unless then 
it is shown, that not one of these functions was ever performed 
by presbyters, the Episcopal claim fails of support, and must be 
abandoned. These are independent positions, and a failure in 
one, is a failure in the whole. 

To a cursory review of what can be said on these points, we 
now propose to call the attention of our readers. 

The first claim asserted, is, that the apples were '^ distin- 
guished from the elders, because they were Inperior to them, in 
ministerial power and rights." (Tract,* p. 15.) The points of 
their alleged superiority, are, exclusive ordination, exclusive 
discipline, exclusive confirmation, and exclusive right of general 
superintendence. The question is, whether this is the nature of 
the superiority with which the apostles were intrusted ; or, 
which is the same thing, were these the purposes for which they 
were set apart to the apostolic office, and for which Ithey were 
called apostles? Dr. Onderdonk affirms it ; we take the liberty, 
most respectfully, of calling for explicit proof of it, from the 
New Testament. 

His direct proof is contained in a nut-shell. It consists of one 
expression of Scripture, (Acts xv. 2, 4, 6, 22 ; xvi. 4,) — " Apostles 
and elders," " apostles, and elders, and brethren ;" and a note 
on p. 12, of the Tract, and in the reply expanded to more than 
two pages, showing that, in his apprehension, they administered 
discipline. As this is the basis on which the whole fabric is 
reared, and as it embraces the very gest of the " Answer," we 
shall be pardoned for adverting to it with some particularity. 

We may then inquire, why the apostles were distinguished 
from the elders, or presbyters ? Dr. Onderdonk affirms, that it was 
because they were "superior in ministerial power and rights." 
The argument on this subject, from the New Testament, is, tbnt 
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A« two classes of men wee distinguished from each other, (Acts 
X¥. 2, 4, 6, 22 ; xvi. 4,) by the following expressions ; "apostles 
and elders," "apostles, atul elders, and brethren." Now in re- 
gard to this proofs we beg leave to make the following remarks : — 

(1.) That it is the onZy direct passage of Scripture, which Dr. O. 
is able to adduce, on the subject of the alleged superiority of the 
apostles. Its importance, in his view, may be seen from the 
fact, that it ts not merely the only proof, but, that it is repeated 
not less than five times, in the space of less than a single page of 
the Tract, (pp. 14, 15,) and that it occupies a similar prominence 
in the Answer. The Tract has been written four years. Dili- 
gent research during that time, it would be supposed, might have 
]ed to the discovery of some other text, that had a bearing on 
the point. But the matter still rests here. There is no other 
text ; and the fabric is to be sustained on the solitary expression, 
" apostles and elders," " apostles, and elders, and brethren." 

(2.) What does this passage prove? It proves this, and no 
more, that there was a distinction of some sort between the 
apostles and elders, which is a point of just as much importance, 
as when we affirm that one class were called apostles and 
another called elders. But it is difficult for us to see how this 
determines any thing respecting the reasons of the distinction. 
In Ephesians iv. 11, the Apostle affirms that Goo gave some, 
apostles ; and some, prophets ; and some, evangelists ; and 
8«>me, pastors and teachers. Here a distinction is made out. 
But is the nature of the distinction thereby ascertained ? I speak 
of guineas, and doubloons, and guilders. I affirm a distinction, 
indeed; but is its nature ascertained? Have I determined that 
the guinea is, therefore, superior in weight or value to the 
others'? 

(3.) We have never denied that there was a distinction 
between the apostles, and elders, and brethren. The ver}*^ fact 
that they had the name apostles, shows that there must have 
been some distinction, or some reason why they were so called. 
Unusual discernment, or labored argument, surely, are not 
necessary to perceive this. But *the very point is, what is the 
nature of this distinction? And this is to be settled, not by the 
use of the word, but by the statement in the New Testament ; 
and it is incumbent on the Episcopalian to show by proof-texts^ 
that it was becaiise the apostles were superior in the power of 
ordination, of confirmation, of discipline, and of general super- 
intendence of a diocese. Dr. OrtHerdonk affirmed^ that the 
name was not so given, because they were appointed by Christ 
personally; nor because they had seen the Lord after his resur- 
rection ; nor because they had the power of working miracles : 
and then observed, that " it followed, or would not be question- 
ed, that it was because they were superior in ministerial power 
and rights." (Tract, p. 15.) It seems not to have occurred to 
him, that they could be appointed to be witnesses of his entire 
ministry^ including the fact of his resurrection as a main point. 
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We took the liberty, therefore, of examining this matter, as very 
material to the argument. We proved, (1.) That in the origmal 
appointment of the Apostles, there was no reference to their supe- 
riority in tlie powers of ordination, discipline, «&c. (Review, p.lO.) 
This position we supported by the three separate accounts «»f 
Matthew, Mark and Luke. (2.) That no such Mug occurred in 
the instructions of our Lord, after his resurrection from the 
dead. This also we confirmed, by an examination of the testi- 
mony of Matthew, Mark and Luke, in neither of whose gospels 
was there found a vestige of such instructions. (Review, p. 10.) 
(3.) That there was nowhere else in the New Testament, 
any account that what Dr. O. affirmed as the peculiarity of the 
apostolic office, was known to the writers. This conclusion we 
rested upon our own examination, and the fact that Dr. O. had 
not adduced any such passage. (4.) That the reason of the 
appointment to the apostolic office was expressly qffiinned ; and 
that it was not that which Dr. O. supposed it to be. We 
showed, (a) that it was expressly affirmed in the original 
jmpointment, (Luke xxiv. 48; Matt, xxviii. 18, 19,) that they 
should be witnesses of these things ; (Review, p. 12 ;) (6) that 
ihis was expressly provided for in the case of the election of one 
to fill the place vacated by Judas ; (Acts i. 2i, 22 ;) (c) that 
this was the account which the Apostles uniformly gave of the 
design of their appointment; (see p. 13;) {d) that the same 
thing was again expressly provided for in the case of the Apos- 
tle Paul, and, that in order to a qualification for that office, he 
was permitted to "see the Just One," the Lord Jesus ; (Acts xxit. 
14;) and, (e) that he himself expressly appeals to the fact, as a 
proof that he was fully invested with the apostolic office. (1 Cor. 
ix. 1, 2.) (See Review, p. 15.) In the Course of the argnment, 
we adduced not less than twenty explicit passages of Scripture, 
bearing directly on the point, and proving, beyond dispute, that 
this was the design of the appointment to the apostolic* office. 
Our purpose in this was evident. It was to show, that the pecu- 
liarity of the apostolic office was of such a nature that it could 
not be transmitted to distant generations ; but that it had a spe- 
cific, yet very important design, which, as a matter of course, 
must cease. 

With deep interest, therefore, we opened the " Answer," to 
ascertain how this array of scriptural argument was met. We 
did not deem it unreasonable to suppose that there would be- 
some new attempt to show, that the peculiarity of thettpostolic 
office was to ordain ; that the passages of Scripture on which 
we had relied were irrelevant; or, that other passages migfTl b« 
adduced in proof of what Dr. O. had affirmed to be the pecu- 
liarity of the apostolic office, and which we had respectfully 
denied. Our readers will join with us in our * amazcmen/,' to 
find the following as the result, of an examination of the 
" Answer." 

(1.) A solejBn, and Bomewhai pompous re-adducing of the 
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expression, (Acts xv.,) '• the •apostles and elders," " the Uposlles, 
and elders, and brethren ;" (Answer, p. 7 ;) a passage main- 
taining still its solitary dignity, and reposing in the " Answer,'* 
as it had in the ^' Tract," in its own lonely grandeur. We could 
not restrain our * amazement,' that no other passages were even 
referred to, on this material point ; and we came to the conclu- 
sion, that we had reached an end of the argument, so far as 
direct Scripture proof was concerned. 

(2.) We found a notice of our extended array of proof-texts, 
showing what was the design of the apostolic appointment, of a 
character so remarkable that we shall quote it entire. 

"The reviewer, in order to show what he thinks was the 
point in which the apostles excelled the elders, in the matter in 
question, dwells largely on the fact that tliey were special wit- 
nesses of our Lord's resurrection; and with the help of cAPrrAL 
and italic letters, he has certainly made a showy argument. 
But nobody denies that they were the special witnesses, or, that 
they were distinguished from the elders, as well as from others 
called apostles, — the Tract gave due attention to both these parti- 
culars. The point is, Was tJiis distinction the one thqt led to 
the expression, * apostles and elders?' Surely not. Among 
those apostles was Barnabas, and perhaps Silas, (Acts xiv. 14 ; 
XV. 2, 4, 22; 1 Thess. i. 1 ; ii. 6,) neither of whom was a special 
witness of the resurrection. Besides, the expressions * apostles 
and elders,' * apostles, and elders, and brethren,' are used 
with immediate reference to the council at Jerusalem, and the 
reviewer is more acute than we pretend to be, if he can say 
why, in a council acting on questions concerning ' idols, blood, 
things strangled, and licentiousness,' the special witnesses of 
the resurrection should, as suchy have peculiar authority. We 
really think the Tract argues with more consistency when it 
says that the apostles were ministerially above the elders." 
Answer, p. 16. 

Here, it will be observed, there is no notice taken of the texts 
which we had adduced, as irrelevant, or unsatisfactory in number,' 
or as unfairly interpreted. Dr. Onderdonk, if he was the writer of 
the Answer, deemed it an ample notice of those texts to remark, 
that " with the help of capital and ?7a/ic letters, he (the review- 
er,) had certainly made a showy argument." (Answer, p. 16.) 
That ouf argument was thus noticed, was, indeed, to us a niat- 
ter of * amazement.' It was, however, an indication, of which 
we- were not slow to avail ourselves, and the hold upon which 
we shall not be swift to lose, that our proof-texts were ad rem, 
and that they settled the question. When all that the Assistant 
Bishop of Pennsylvania deems it proper to say of our array of 
more than twenty explicit declarations of the Word of God, is, 
that by the help of capitals and italics, they constitute a 
"SHOWY argument," (we mean no disrespect, when we dis- 
play the word in a showy form,) we deem the conclusion to be 
inevitable, that our texts hre just what we intended they should 
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be,— that they settled the question, — and, to use an expression 
from the favorite chapter of the Acts of the ApostleS{ we "rejoice 
for the eongolation." Acts xv. 31. 

(3.) Though we were not met by any new proof-texts, or by 
any answer to our own, we were referred to the sentiments of 
the following distinguished men, viz. the late Dr. Wilson, Dr. 
Miller, Dr. Campell, Matthew Henry, ^^ the divines who argued 
with Charles I. in the isle of Wight," and Calvin, to prove, that 
the apostles were superior to the elders, and the evangelists. 
(Answer, p. 10.) Respecting these authorities, we may be per- 
mitted to remaric, (1.) that we shall probably not yield, out of 
regard to their names, to any persons. With us; they have all 
the authority which uninspired men can ever be allowed to have. 
The writer of the Review may be permitted to remark, perhaps, 
that he has occasion of peculiar respect for two of those venera- 
ble men. By one, — whose superior, in profound powers of 
reasoning, in varied and extensive learning, and in moral worth, 
he believes, is not now to be found, among the living, in any 
American churcli,-^lie was preceded in the office which he now 
liolds. At the feet of the other, it has been his privilege to sit, 
for nearfy four years, and to receive the instructions of wisdom 
from his lips ; and, whatever skill he may have in conducting 
I 'lis argument on the government of tlie churches, he owes to 
I he "basis" which was laid by those instructions. Whatevei 
may be said, therefore, of these authorities adduced in the 
" Answer," will not be traced to want of respect for these vene- 
rsvble names. But, (2.) we may remark, that in this argument, 
the authorities of uninspired men are to be laid out of the ac- 
coimt. With all due deference to tliem, and to Dr. O., we must 
be permitted to believe, that their authority belongs to the "ex- 
traneous considerations," as well as that of the opinion of Cran- 
mer, f Answer, p. 5,) which, by common consent, it had been 
agreea to lay out of the controversy. (See Tract, pp. 3-10; Review, 
p. 5.) Our wonder is, that after the disclaimer of relying on 
tftese extraneous considerations, in the Tract, the author of the 
Answer should have occupied nearly two pages, with the state- 
ments of these distinguished men. (3.) Their authority, even 
%vlien adduced, does not bear on the point before us. The ques- 
tion is, whether the apostles were superior to other ministers of 
the Gospel, in ministerial power and rights? that is, •in the 
power of ordination, confirmation, discipline, and general super 
intendence. Their authorities adduced, prove only, that in the 
judgment of these venerable men, they were superior in some 
respects, to evangelists and teachers ; or, that there was a dis- 
tinction between them, — a point on which we make no denial. 
On the only question in debate, they make no affirmation. On 
the claims set up by Episcopalians, that the apostles were supe- 
rior in ordination, &c., they concede nothing, nor did they believe 
a word of it. 

Having thus noticed the " Answer" on this part of our argu 
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we shall dismiss it. We do it by simply reminding diii 
readers, that the solitary text which undisputed learuiiig, iiUnis, 
and zeal have discovered, during a period of more tiiaii lour 
years, since the discussion first commenced, — the lonely Scrip nrt^ 
proof of the sweeping claims, that the apostles only had ihe 
power of ordination, and that this was the pecuUarily of il»e 
office, — stands forth in the Tract, and in the Answer: 'the. 
apostles and elders," "apostles, and elders, and brethren !" 

But the author of the "Answer" complains, (p. 11,) tliai we 
did not give the ' whole' of his argument on the subject; and he 
refers to a note on p. 12 of the Tract, designed to show that 
the apostles had the power of administering discipline, and that 
Uierefore they were superior to the presbyters, or held a more 
elevated grade of office. The note is this : — 

"That the apostles alone ordained^ will be proved. In 1 Cor,* 
iv« 19-21; V. 3-5; 2 Cor. ii. 6; vii. 12; x. 8; xiii. 2, 10; and 
1 Tim. L 20; are recorded inflictions and remissions of disci- 
pline performed by an apostle, or threatenings on his part, 
although there must have been elders in Corinth, an4 certainly 
were in Ephesus." 

This note he expands into an argument, which constitutes the 
most material part of the "Answer." It is incumbent upon us 
to examine it, and to ascertain how far it goes to settle the point 
u«der discussion. Before examining the particular cases re- 
ferred to, we would remind our readers that the purpose for. 
which they are adduced, is to show that the apostles were 
superior to presbyters in power and rights; and the alleged, 
proof is, that they administered discipline. To bear on th3 
case, therefore,' the passages must prove not only that they^ 
exercised discipline^ but, (1.) That they did it as apostles, or in 
virUie of the apostolic office ;J[2.) That they did it in churches 
where there were presbyters ; and, (3.) That presbyters never 
administered discipline themselves. The second point here 
adverted to, is all that the author of the "Answer" feels himself 
called upoato make out. (Answer, pp. 11-13.) Now in regard to 
this point of the proof, we make the following general remarks: 
' (1.) There were certainly, in all, fourteen apostles; and if we 
may credit the writer of these pamphlets, and reckon Tjmothy,, 
and Barnabas, and Sylvanus, and ApoUos, and Andronicus, and 
Junia, and Titus, a A perhaps half a dozen others, there were 
somewhat more than a score invested with this office ; yet it is 
remarkable, that the only cases of discipline referred to, as going 
to prove the superiority of the whole college of apostles, are 
cases in which th. Apostle Pau} only was conct.-ned. (2.) There 
are accounts in the New Testamfht of perhaps some hundreds 
of churches ; and yet, we me^et with no instance of the kind of 
discipline relied on, except in the single churches of Corintli 
and Ephesus. It is incredible, that there should have b^^ea no, 
other cases of discipline in these churches. But if there were, 
the presumption is, that they were settled without the ititervew- 
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tlon of an apostle. (3.) These very cases, as we shaH presently 
show, were cases in which Paul administered the rod of discipline 
in the churches wliere Titus and Timothy, — apostles also and 
bishops, — were present, by the showing of the author of the 
"Answer," and thus were acts of manifest disrespect for the 
authority of those prelates. And if the fact, that the discipline 
was administered where there were presbyters, (Answer, pp. 
11, 1^,) proves that the Apostle u%s superior to them, the same 
fact prove% that he was superior to Timothy and Thus. The 
course of the argument urged by the author of the "Answer," 
would be, that Paul was disposed to assume the whole power 
into his own liands, and to set aside the claims alike of bishops 
and presbyters. It has a very undesirable looking toward the 
authority claimed by the Papacy. 

The two cases alleged as proof that the apostles only had the 
piower of administering discipline, are those at Corinth and at 
Ephesus. Paul wrote fourteen epistles, and wrote them to 
eight chuiches. In all these epistles, and in all the numerous 
churches of which he had the charge, (2 Cor. xi. 28, " the care 
of all the churches,") these are the only instances in which he 
was called, so far as appears, to exercise discipline. We now 
inquire, whether he did it for the purpose of showing that the 
apostles only iiad this power 7 

The first case alleged, is that at Corinth. "In 1 Cor. iv. 
19-21, &c., are recorded inflictions and remissions of discipline 
performed by an apostle, or threatenings on his part; although 
there must have been elders at CorirUh." (Note z. Tract, p. 12.) 
The argument here is, that there must have been elders at 
Corinth, and yet that Paul interposed over their heads to inflict 
discipline. This is thewhole of tlie argument. (See Answer, p. 11.) 

In reply to these, we. observe: That there were elders, teadn 
ers, ministers, instructers in Cdrinth, we think is placed beyond 
a question, by the argument of the " Answer," and by the nature 
of the case. This fact we do not intend to call in question. 
The argument of the " Answer" from this fact, we stale in the 
author's own words : — 

" Yet, without noticing these elders in the matter, so far as the 
epistles show — though they doubtless were noticed and consulted, 
as much as courtesy and their pastoral standing made proper—- 
without putting the matter into their hands, or even passing it 
through their hands, Paul threatens, inflicts, and^ remits discipline 
among the people of their charge. This is a * ministeriaP act. 
And PauPs doing it htmsalf, instead of committing it to the elders, 
shows that he, an apostle, wm * superior to them in ministerial 
power and rights.' " p. 11. 

Further, if there were elders there, there was an ** apostle,** 
a prelatical bishop, according to the Tract, there also. This is 
shown by a quotation from the epistle itself, relating to this very 
fime^ ^nd in immediate connexion with the case of discipline. 
(1 Cor. fv. 17.) " For this cause, [that is, on account of yonr 
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dfirfded and contending state,] hare f sent unto yon Timothens. 
who is my beloved son, and faithful in the Lord, who shall 
bring you into remembrance of my ways which be in Christ, 
as I teach every where in every church." Now, as it will not 
be pretended by Episcopalians that Timothy was not an "apos- 
tle," and as it is undeniable that he was at that time at Corinth, 
the argument will as well apply to set aside his right to admin- 
ister discipline in the case, as that of the elders. Borrowing, 
then, the words of the Answer, we would say : " Yet without 
noticing" this apostle " in the matter, so far as the epistles 
show, — though" he was "doubtless noticed and consulted, as 
much as courtesy and his" apostolical "standing made proper; 
without putting the matter into" his " hands, or even passing it 
through" his " hands, Paul threatens, inflicts, and remits diact" 
jdine. This is a < ministerial' act. And Paul's doing it himself, 
instead of committing it to" Timothy, "shows, that he, an apos- 
tle, was superior to" him " in ministerial power and rights." 
Now no Episcopalian will fail to be at once deeply impressed 
with the fallacy of this reasoning, in regard to the " apostle" 
and " bishop" Timothy. And yet, it is manifestly just as perti- 
nent and forcible in his case, as it is for the purpose of the An- 
swer in regard to the elders of Corinth. It cannot be pretended 
that a difference esristed, because the "elders" were permanenilf 
located there, and Timothy not ; for the argument of the 
" Tract" and the " Answer" is, that the apostles were superior 
as apostles, and therefore it made no difference on this point, 
whether they were at Corinth, or at Crete, or at Antioch ; they 
were invested with the apostolic office every where. Our con- 
clusion from this instance, and from the fact which we have 
now stated, is, that there was some peculiarity in the case at 
Corinth, which rendered the ordinary exercise of discipline by 
presbyters difficult ; which operated equally against any interfer- 
ence by Timothy ; and which called peculiarly for the inter 
position of the founder of the church, and of an inspired apostle, 
— for one clothed with authority to inflict a heavy judgment, 
here denominated " delivering unto Satan for the destruction of 
the flesh," (1 Cor. v. 5,) — a power which could be exercised by 
none then in Corinth. Our next inquiry is, whether there are 
any reasons for this opinion 1 The following we believe satis- 
factory : — 

(1.) Paul had founded that church, (Acts xviii. 1-11,) and 
his interference in cases of discipline would be regarded as pecu- 
liarly proper. There would be a natural and obvious deference 
to the founder of the church, which would render such an inter^ 
position in the highest degree appropriate. We are confirmed 
in this view, because he puts his authority in this very case on 
•och a fact, and on the deference which was due to him as their 
spiritual father. 1 Cor. iv. 15 — " For though ye have ten 
thousand instrncters in Christ, yet have ye not many fathers; 
tof in Christ Jesus / have begotten you through the Ck>spel." 
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(2.) The etrcumstances of the church at Corinth ^ere mich, 
evidently, as to render the ordinary exercise of discipline by 
their own elders impossible. They were distracted ; were rent 
into parties; were engaged in violent contention; and tiie 
authority, therefore, of one portion of the "teachers," and 
" instructers," would be disregarded by the other. Thus no 
united sentence could be agreed upon ; and no judgoient of a 
party could restore peace. An attempt to exercise discipline 
would only enkindle party animosity, and produce strife. (See 
chap. i. 11-17.) So great, evidently, was the contention, and so 
hopeless the task of allaying it by any ordinary means, that 
even Timothy^ whom Paul had went for ihe express purpose 
of bringing them into remembrance of his ways, (1 Cor. iv. 17,> 
could have no hope, by his own interference, of allaying it. 
It was natural that it should be referred to the founder of tlie 
church, and to one who had the power of punishing the ofl^der. 

(3.) It is material to remark, that this was not an ordinary 
case of discipline. It was one that required the severest exer- 
cise of autliority, and in a form which was lodged only with 
those intrusted with the power of inflicting disease, or, as it 
is termed, " of delivering to Satan for the destruction of the 
flesh." (1 Cor. v. 6.) Such cases would inevitably devolve upon 
the Apostles, as clothed with miraculous power; and sueh, 
beyond ail controversy, was this case. It therefore proves 
nothing about the ordinary mode of administering discipline. 
This case had reached to such a degree of enormity ; it had 
been suffered to remain so long ; it had become so aggravated, 
that it was necessary to interpose in this awful manner, and to 
decide it. Yet, 

(4.) The Apostle supposes that they ought to have exercised 
the usual discipline themselves.- This is evident, we think, 
from a comparison of the following passages : 1 Cor. v. 9, 10, 11» 
12, with v. 2. In these verses it is supposed, that they did them-^ 
selves tbsually exercise discipline. Paul (verse 9) gave theia 
the general direction, not to keep company with fornicators; 
that is, to exercise discipline on those who did. In verse II, he 
asks them, in a manner showing that the affirmative answer io 
the question expressed their usual practice, whether they did not 
^^judge those that were within?" that is, whether they did notordr* 
nariiy exercise discipline in the church ? And in verse 2, he sup^. 
poses that it ov^ht to have been done in this case; and as it had 
not been done by them, and the affair had assumed special enor« 
mity, he exercised the miraculous power intrusted to him, by 
inflicting on the offender a grievous disease. (Verses 4, 5: comp.. 
ICor. xi.3a) 

(5.) It is evident thsft other churches did, in ordinary eases, 
exercise discipline without the intervention of an apostle. ThiM 
the church in Thessalonica, where Episcopacy, with all its 2eal, 
has never been able even to conjecture that tliere was a diocesan 
bishop, was directed to exercise discipline in any instance wkere 
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the command of the inspired Apostle was not obeyed. (2Thes8* 
iii. 14.) We shall soon make this point incontestible. 

(6.) The circumstances of the early churches were such as to 
make this apostolic intervention proper, and even indispensable, 
without supposing that it was to be a permanent arrangement. 
They were ignorant and feeble. They had had hitle opportunity 
of learning the nature of Christianity. In most cases, their found- 
ers were with them but a few weeks, and then left them under 
the care of elders ordained from among themselves. (Comp. Acts 
xiii. xiv. et passim.) Those elders would be poorly qualified 
to discharge the functions of their office ; and they would be 
but little elevated, in character and learning, above the mass of 
the people. The churches must be imperfectly organized ; unac- 
customed to rigid discipline ; exposed to many temptations ; 
easily drawn into sin ; and subject to great agitation and excite- 
ment. Even a great many subjects which may now be consi- 
dered as settled, in morals and religion, would appear to them open 
for debate ; and parties, as at Corinth, would easily be formed. 
(Comp. Acts xiv. xv. ; Rom. xiv.; 1 Cor. viii.) In these circum- 
stances, how natural was it for these churches to look for direc^ 
tion to the inspired men who had founded them ? and hoW 
natural, that such persons should interpose and settle important 
and difficult cases of discipline? And after these obvious 
considerations, are we to suppose that the fact that the Apostle 
Paul, in two cases^ and two such cases only are recorded, exer- 
cised an extraordinary act of discipline, is to be regarded as 
proof that this power appertained only to the apostolic office, 
and was to be a permanent arrangement in the Church ? We 
confess our * amazement,' that but two cases of apostolic inter- 
ference are mentioned during ^he long and active life of Paul ; 
and we regard this as some evidence that the churches were 
expected to exercise discipline, and actually did so, on their own 
members. 

(7.) We are confirmed in our views on this point from what 
is known to take place in organizing churches in heathen coun- 
tries at the present day. Since we commenced this article we 
were conversing with one of the American missionaries station- 
ed at Ceylon.* In the course of the conversation he incidentally 
remarked that the missionaries were obliged to retain the exer- 
cise of discipline in their own hands; and that, although the. 
mission had been established more than fifteen years, yet the 
exercise of discipline had never been intrusted to the native 
converts. He further observed, that the missionaries had been, 
endeavoring to find persons to whom they could intrust the dis- 
cipline of the church, as elders, but that as yet they had not found* 
one. The native converts were still ignorant of the laws of 
Christianity ; they had so little influence in the church ; they 
were so partial to each other, even wiien in fault ; that thus far,] 

♦ Kev. Mr. Winslow. 
13* 
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discipline, though somewhat frequent acts of discipline were 
necessary, was retained in the hands of the missionaries. Sub- 
stantially the same thing must have occurred in the early 
churches in Asia Minor, in Syria and Greece. Will Dr. Onder- 
donk infer, thatbecause Mr. Winslow, Mr. Poor, and Dr. Scud- 
der, in Ceylon, have found it necessary to retain the power of 
administering discipline, that therefore they are diocesan bish- 
ops, and that they do not contemplate that the churches in Cey- 
lon shall be other than prelatical ? If not, his argument in the 
case of the church in Corinth can be allowed no weight. 

We have now done with this instance of discipline. We 
nave shown that all the circumstances of the case can be 
accounted for, without any such conclusion as that to which the 
author of the Tract is desirous to conduct it. We turn, there- 
fore, to his other case of discipline in the church at Ephesus. 

The case is thus stated in 1 Tim. i. 20 — " Of wjiom is Hymeneus 
and Alexander; whom / have delivered unto Satan, that they 
inay learn not to blaspheme." His argument is, that "it is the 
Apostle who inflicts the discipline ; the elders do not appear in 
the matter. And discipline is a ministerial function, and excom- 
munication its highest exercise." (Answer, p. 13.) In reply to 
this case, we make the following observations. 

(1.) It occurs in a charge to Timothy, — Timothy, on the 
supposition- of Episcopalians, an apostle co-ordinate with Paul 
himself; Timothy, prelate of Ephesus. If Timothy was an 
apostle and diocesan bishop, and if the exercise of discipline 
pertained to an apostle and bishop, why did Paul take the matter 
into his own hands? Why not refer it to Timothy, and repose 
sufficient confidence in him to believe that he was competent to 
fulfil this part of iiis Episcopal office 7 Would it now be regard- 
ed as courteous, for the bishop of OhFo to interpose and inflict 
an act of discipline on some Hymeneus or Alexander of the 
diocese of Pennsylvania ? And would there be as cordial sub- 
mission of the bishop of Pennsylvania, as there was of the bish- 
op of Ephesus ? If Timothy was at Ephesus, and if the case of 
discipline occurred at the time which Dr. O.'NUipposes, this case 
appears to our humble apprehension, very much as if Paul 
regarded Timothy as neither an apostle nor a prelate. 

(2.) If the exercise of the authority in this case of discipline 
by Paul proves that the presbyters at Ephesus had no right to 
administer discipline ; for the same reason, it proves that Timo- 
thy had not that right. By the supposition of Episcopalians, 
Timothy was there as well as the presbyters. The assumption 
of the authority by Paul proves as much that it did not belong 
to Timothy, as that it did not belong to the presbyters. 

(3.) This was a case such as occurred at Corinth. It was 
not an ordinary act of discipline ; it was one which supposed 
the infliction of the judgment of Goo by a miraculous agency. 
•* Whom I have delivered unto Satan, that they may learn not 
to blaspheme." Compare this account with the record of the 
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ease in Corinth, (1 Cor. v. 5,) and it is evident that this was 
not an ordinary act of discipline, but was snch as implied the 
direct infliction of the judgment of the Almighty. That such 
infltctiotis were intrusted to the hands of the Apostles we admit; 
and that Paul, not Timothy, inflicted this, proves that the latter 
was neither an apostle nor a prelate. 

(4.) Dr. Onderdonk supposes that this occurred at Ephesus, 
and while Timothy was there. But what evidence is there of 
this ? It is neither afilrmed that the transaction was at Ephe- 
sus, nor that Timothy was there. His argument proceeds on 
the assumption, that Timothy was bishop there when this epis- 
tle was written, and that the case of discipline occurred there. 
And the jwoo/* of this, would probably be the subscription at the 
end of tlie second epistle, and the " tradition of the elders.** 
But that subscription has no authority; and it is not to be 
assumed, but proved, that Timothy was there in the capacity of 
a prelate, or there at all when this epistle was written to him. 
The demonstration that a. bishop only exercised discipline, it 
must be admitted, rests on slender grounds, if this be all. 

(5.) But if this case did occur at Ephesus, what evidence is 
there, that it occurred at the time that Bishop Onderdonk sup- 
poses? The account in the epistle to Timothy by no means 
fixes the time of the transacticm. " Whom I have delivered 
(^irapiduKa) uuto Satan," &c. It was already done ; and the pre- 
sumption is, that it was done when Paul was himself present 
with them. It is morally certain that it was not an act of disci- 
pline that was then to be done. 

Our readers have now the whole case before them. Episco- 
pacy afllrms, that prelates only have the power of administering 
discipline. It afllrms that the churches are prohibited from 
exercising it on their own members; that those appointed to 
preach the Gospel, to administer the sacraments, and to be pas- 
tors of the flock, and who may therefore be' supposed to mider- 
staind the cases of discipline, and best qualified to administer it, 
have no right to exercise this act of government over their own 
members; but that this exclusive prerogative belongs to a 
stranger, and a foreigner, a prelatical bishop, whom the church- 
es seldom see, and who must be in a great degree unacquainted 
with their peculiar wants and character. All power of disci- 
pline in an entire diocese of some hundreds of churches, is to be 
taken awav from the members themselves, and from the pastors, 
and lodged in strange hands, and committed to a solitary, inde- 
pendent man, who, from the nature of the circumstances, can 
nave little acquaintance with the case, and possess few of the 

Sualiflcations requisite for the intelligent performance of this 
uty. And does the reader ask, What is the authority for this 
assumption of power? Why are the churches and their pastors 
disrobed of this office, and reduced to the condition of humble 
dependents at the feet of the prelate ? Let him, in astonish- 
ment, learn. It is not because there is any command to this 
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effect in the New Testament ; it is not because there is an> 
declaration, implying that it would be so; it is not by any 
affirmation that it ever was so. This is the reason, and this is 
all: — The Apostle Paul in two cases, and in both instances ovei 
the heads of presbyters, (and over the head of Bishop Timothy,, 
too,) delivered men " to Satan for the destruction of the fleshy 
that they might learn not to blaspheme;" and, thebkfore. 
Bishop Onderdonk, and Bishop Griswold, and Bishop Doane^, 
onli/ have power t« administer discipline in all the churches in 
Pennsylvania, and in the Eastern Diocese, and in New-Jersey ; 
and, THEREFORE, all the acts of discipline exercised by Presbyte- 
rians, Methodists, Baptists, &c., in Pennsylvania and New- 
Jersey, and by the Congregationalists of New-England, are null 
and void. The disposal of such antecedents and consequents, 
may be safely left to all who hold, that " no argument is worth 
taking into the account, that has not a clear and palpable bear- 
ing on the naked topic, — the scriptural evidence of Episcopacy." 
(Tract, p. 3.) 

But we have not done with this subject. We arc now prepared 
to show, not onl^ that ttiere is no evidence that the apostles 
exclusively exercised discipline, but that there is positive proof, 
that all the acts of discipline were in fact exercised by the pres- 
byters of the churches. To put this matter to rest, we adduce 
the following passages of Scripture : 

Acts XX. 17, 28 — " From Miletus, Paul sent to Ephesus, and 
called for the presbyters of the church, and said unto them : 
Take heed unto yourselves, and to all the flock over which the 
Holy Ghost hath made you bishops, (ImcKSicovs) to feed, (irotiAoiwtnv 
like good shepherds, to provide for, watch over, and govern,) 
the church of God." It would be easy to show, that the word 
translated feed includes the whole duty which a shepherd exer- 
cises over his flock, including all that is needful in the super- 
vision, government, and defence of those under his care. Proof 
of this may be found in the following passages of the New 
Testament, where the word occurs in the sense of ruling, or 
governing, including of course the exercise of discipline ; for . 
how can there be, government, unless there is authority for 
punishing offenders? Matt. ii. 6; John xxi. 16; 1 Pet. v. 2;, 
Rev. ii. 27* "And he shall rule them (irot/cavJt airoHs) with a rod ; 
of iron ;" an expression which will be allowed to imply the . 
exercise of discipline. Rev. xii. 5 ; xix. 15. Compv Ps. ii. 9 ; 
xxiii. 1 ; xxvii. 12 ; xlvii. 13. And the Iliad of Homer may be . 
consulted, passim, for this use of the word. See particularly. 
1.263; II. B5. 

1 Pet. v. 2, 3 — " The presbyters who are among you I . 
exhort, who am also a presbyter. Feed {voindvare) the flock of , 
God which is among you, taking the oversight (hmcKondwrsi d\s- 
charging ihe duty of bishops,) thereof, not by constraint, but will- 
ingly^" &c^ Here the very work which is claimed for prelates, 
is enjoined on presbyters; the very name which prelates assume^ 
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is given to presbyters ; and Peter rank^ him^el/as on a level 
iciih them in the office of exercising digcipline, or in the govern' 
ment of the church. It is perfectly obvious, that the presbyters 
at Epnesus, and the presbyters whom Peter addressed, were 
intrusted with the pastoral care to the fullest extent. It is 
obvious, that they were required to engage in all the work reoui- 
site in instructing, directing, and governing the flock. And it 
is as obvious, that they were intrusted with a power and an 
authority in this business, with which presbyters are not intrust- 
ed by the canons of the Episcopal Church. We respectfully 
ask. Whether the bishop of Pennsylvania, or New- Jersey, would 
now take 1 Pet. v. 2, 3, for a text, and address the " priests," or 
" second order of clergy," in these words, without considerable 
qualification — " The presbyters who are among you I exhort, 
who am also a presbyter. Feed (rotitdvart) the flock of Goo, 
hn9Koit9vvrsi discharging the duty of bishops over it, not by con- 
straint, neither as being lords over God's heritage. 

Heb. xiii.7 — "Remember them which have the rule over you: 
vQp fiyovithttv httOr, YOUR RULERS." Verso 17 — "Obey them that 
have the rule over you." {Utl9te9t roU i^w/ifvois M*-) That bish- 
ops are here referred to, no one willpretend. Yet the office of 
ruling certainly implies that kind of government which is con- 
cenied in the administration of discipline. 

1 Thess. V. 12 — "We beseech you, brethren, to know them 
which labor among you, and are over you in the Lord." («a2 
xpotvrattivws ft/t«5y h cvpf^. ) 1 Tim. V. 17^-" Let the presbyters that 
rule well (irpotoriorfs) be counted worthy of double honor." 
There can be no question that ih^se passages are applied to 
presbyters. We come^ then, to the*conc1usion, that the terms 
which properly denote government and discipline, and on 
which alone any claim for the exercise of authority can be 
founded, — the terms expressive of governing, of feeding, of 
ruling, of taking the oversight, are all applied to presbyters ; that 
the churches are required to submit to them in the exercise of 
that office ; and that the very term denoting Episcopal juris- 
diction^ is applied to them also. We ask for a solitary passage 
which directs apostles, or prelates, to administer discipline; and 
we leave the case of discipline^ therefore, to the common sense 
of those who read the New Testament, and who believe thai 
presbyters had any duties to perform. 

We have now examined the essential point in Episcopacy ; 
for, if the claims which are arrogated for bishops are unfounded, 
the system, as a system, is destroyed. We have examined the 
solitary passage urged directly in its favor, " the apostles and 
elders," "the apostles, and elders, and brethren ;" and the claims 
set up in favor of their exclusive right to administer discipline ; 
and, if we mistake not, we have shown, that hitherto so stupend- 
ous claims have never been reared on so narrow a basis. 

The next point which it is indispensable for Episcopalians to 
make out from the Bible, is, thai it was intended, that the supe- 
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riority in ministerial rank and power, should he a permanent . 
arransremeaL This, it will be perceived, is a distinct and inde-, 
pendent inquiry. It by no means follows of necessity, even if 
all that the Episcopalians claim for the apostles were conceded j. 
for it might be true that the apostles had this superiority, and yet 
that it was designed merely as a temporary arrangement. As the 
"Answer" has added nothing material to the argument of the! 
Tract, on this subject, we shall not long be detained on this, 
point. The sole argument in the " Tract" is drawn from the 
claim that Timothy was bishop of Ephesus, and Titus of Crete;! 
and that the "angels" of the seven churches were prelaticalj 
bishops, (pp. 23-29.) In our review, we examined these seve- 
ral claims at length. (Review, pp. 17-31.) As the writer of 
the Answer has not thought proper to notice our argument 
here, we are left to the presumption, that an obvious or satisfac- 
tory reply was nof at hand. The train of our reasoning, then, 
we shall take the liberty of regarding as unbroken and untouch- 
ed. The only appearance of argument on this subject, in the 
Answer, is found on p. 14, and it is this : that its author sup- 
poses our argument to have been, that Timothy and Titus had 
a temporary and extraordinary office, because they were "mi- 
gratory ;" and, as many of the presbyters, — Apollos, for exam- 
ple, — were migratory, hence it would follow, that the office of 
presbyter, also, was temporary. Now, in reply to this, we 
observe, that although we did affirm the appointment of Timo- 
thy and Titus to have been " temporary," yet we were not so 
weak as to suppose that it was because they were migratory. 
That this fact indicated that they had not a permanent pre- 
latical office, we assuredly* did, and still do, believe. But we 
showed, — in a manner which we marvel Ihe author of the An- 
swer did not notice,— *that Timothy was sent to Ephesus for a 
special purpose, and that he was to execute that office o?i/y until 
Paul returned. (Review, pp. 22, 24. 1 Tim. i. 3; iv. 13; 1 Tim., 
iii. 14, 15.) The same thing we showed, from the New Testa- 
ment, to be the Case with regard to Titus. (Review, p. 26. See 
Titus, i. 6-9 ; iii. 10, 12.) We never so far forgot ourselves, as 
to suppose that because Timothy and Titus were " migratory," 
that, therefore, they were not bishops. We put the matter on 
wholly different ground ; and in the course of our argument, we. 
quoted no less than forty-six passages of the New Testament, 
containing, we believe, all that can be supposed to bear on the 
point. We cannot withhold the expressions of our "amaze- 
ment," that an author, whose express object was to " test Epis- 
copacy by Scripture," should have left unnoticed this argument.- 
Never was there invented a shorter and more convenient mode 
of avoiding such an argument, than by saying of something which 
we never intended to urge, that the whole of it was founded on 
the fact of their being " migratory." We would now remind 
the author that our argument was not of such a character ; but it 
was, (1.) That Timothy is not even called an apostle j (2.) That 
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lie is expressly distinguished from the apostles;. (5.) That 
there is no evidence that he was bishop of Ephesus; (4.) That 
the Scripture affirms he was sent to Ephesus for a ftpeet'ai 
and temporary purpose; (Review, p. 22;) and, (5.) That the 
eprslles to Timothy contain full proof of the falsehood of any 
sucii supposition as liiat he was a prelatical bisliop; because 
(a) there are but two orders of officers in the church, spoken of 
in those epistles ; (b) they contain no description of his own 
office as a prelate ; (c) they contain full and explicit directions ■ 
on a great variety of other topics, of far less importance than 
the office which, according to Episcopacy, was to constitute the 
very peculiarity of the church ; and not a word respectiuji^ his 
brother bisliops, then existing, or any intimation that such an 
order of men ever would exist. 

In regard to Titus, we proved, (1.) That he was left in Crete, 
for the special purpose of completing a work which Paul had 
begun ; (2.) That Paul gave him express directions, when he 
had done that, to come to him ; and, (3.) That he obeyed the 
command, left Crete, and became the travelling companion of 
Paul ; and that there is not the slightest reason to suppose, that 
he ever returned to Crete. 

In regard to the " angels-' of the seven churches, we showed, 
that the whole of Dr. Onderdonk's argument was a mere 
assumption, that there was an inferior brxiy of the " clergy at 
large ;" that there were in each of those cities more churches than 
one, — a fact which should be proved, not assumed, — also, that 
the style of the address to the ^' angel," was that of the " angel 
of the churchy^'* evidently referring to an individual congrega- 
tion, and not to such a group of churches as constitute a modern 
diocese ; and that the application of the term " angel," to the 
pastor of a single church, was much more obvious, and much 
the more probable supposition, than to "the formal, unfrequetit,- 
and in many instances, stately and pompous visitations of a 
diocesan bishop." (Review, pp. 27-30.) 

To this argument there is no reply, except by an assumption 
that Timothy was bishop of iSphesus; that the same thing must 
be presumed to exist in the year 96 ; and tlmt the " elders" at 
Ephesus being there also, and being ministers, any direction to 
the " angel," must suppose that he was superior to the presby* 
ters. (Answer, p. 17.) Now the whole of this argument pro- 
ceeds on the supposition that the elders at Ephesus were 
ordained ministers of the Gospel, a distinct raiik of the clergy, 
afftd sustaining the same office as the "second order" in the 
Episcopal Church. But this is assuming the very point iu 
debate. In our review, we showed, (p. 23,) that all the facts in 
the case of the elders at Ephesus, (Acts xx. 17, &c,,) are met 
by the supposition that they were ruling elders, or persons^ 
appointed to govern, guide, and secure, the spiritual welfare of 
tlie church. Our argument is, (1.) That Dr. O. admits, that the 
word rendered "feed," {wmtavtiv) may mean to rule: <Tract^ 
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pp. 24, 87.) (2.) That the idea of nding^ is the one which it 
there specifictMy dwelt on. That he directs them to " feed," or 
exercise the office of a shepherd over them, that is, to gt*ard, 
defend, provide for them, as a shepherd does, in the care of liis 
flock. He directs them to watch against the grievous wolves 
which should come in, and against those who should rise up 
from among themselves, to secure parties, &c. (3.) There is 
no coiinsel given them about the proper mode of administering 
the sacraments, the pecuhar duty of the "second order" of 
clergy. (4.) There is no expression of lamentation, that they 
had not a prelatical bishop ; or any intimation that they would 
soon be furnished with one. (5.) It is evidently implied, that 
the number of these elders was considerable. They are address- 
ed as such ; and yet they are addressed as in charge of one 
*• flock," over which they had been placed. Now it is incredi- 
ble, that any considerable body of the ^^ second order of clergy" 
should have been ordained in an infant church like Ephesus. 
And it is equally incredible, that if Paul had so ordained them, 
he should have set them over one flock, in a single city, — colle- 
giate " rectors" in a single church in Ephesus, — under a " dio- 
cesan" also, of ihe single " flock," or church ; a diocesan not 
then present, and concerning whom not the slightest hint was 
dropped by Paul, either of lamentation or promise. So that, on 
the whole, one knows not at which to be most surprised, — the 
number of assumptions indispensable to the purpose of *^ en- 
throning" the bishop Timothy at Ephesus, or the singular 
coolness with which Episcopalians urge all these assumptions, 
as if they were grave matters of historical record. 

In reference to the term '* angel," as used in the Apocalypse, 
we have only to remark further, that the interpretation which 
makes it refer to a prelatical bishop, is so unnatural and forced, 
that Episcopalians are, many of them, themselves compelled to 
abandon it Thus Stillingfleet, than whom an abler man, and 
one M'hose praise is higher in Episcopal churches, is not to be 
found among the advocates of prelacy, says of these angels — ^*If 
many things in the epistles be denoted to the angels, but yet so 
as to concern the whole body, then, of necessity, the angel 
must be taken as a representative of the whole body ; and then, 
why may not the word angel be taken by way of representa- 
tion of the body itself, either of the whole church, or, which is 
far nwre probable, of the amsftssors, or order of presbyters in 
that church ? We see what miserable, unaccountable arguments 
those are, which are brought for any kind of government, from 
metaphorical or ambiguous expressions, or names promiscuously 
used." Ircnicum. 

In regard to this second point, which it i^ incumbent on Epis- 
copalians to make out, we are now prepared to estimate the 
force of these arguments. The case stands thus, (i.) There is 
no command in the New Testament, to the Apostles, to transmit 
ihe peculiarity of the apostolic ofllce. If there had been^ the 
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industry of Dr. Onderdonk would hare caHed it to oar attention. 
If the peculiarity of the office was to be transmitted, it was 
required that such a command should be given. (2.) There is 
no affirmation that it would be thus transmitted. Jf there had 
been, Dr. O.'s tract would not have been so barren on this 
point. And we ask him, whether it is credible, that the Apostles 
were bishops of a superior order, and that it was designed, that 
all the Church should be subject to an order of men, ''superior 
in ministerial rank and power," deriving their authority from 
the Apostles; and yet, not the slightest command thus to trans- 
mit it, and not the slightest hint that it would be done? We 
say again, Credat Judceus Apella ! (3.) It was impossible that 
the peculiarity of the apostolic office should he transmitted. 
We have shown, not by assumptions, but by a large array of 
passages of Scripture, what that peculiarity was, — to bear wit- 
ness to the great events which went to prove that Jesus was 
the Messiah : we have been met in this proof, by the calm and 
dignified observation, that this was a " showy" argument ; and 
we now affirm, that the peculiarity of that office, as specified by 
Jesus Christ, by the chosen Apostles, by Paul, and by tlie 
whole college, could not be transmitted ; that no bishop is, 
or can be, a witness^ in the sense and for the purpose for 
which they were originally designated. (4.) We have examined 
the case of Timothy, of Titus, and of the angels of the churches, 
— the slender basis'on which the fabric of Episcopal pretension 
has been reared. We now affirm, (5.) That, should we admit 
all that Episcopalians claim on each of these points, there is 
not the slightest proof, as a matter of historical record, that the 
Episcopal office has been transmitted from prelate to prelate ; 
but that the pretended line has been often broken, and that no 
jury would give a verdict to the amount of five dollars, on proof 
so slender as can be adduced for the uninterrupted succession 
of prelates. As satisfactory evidence on this point, we repeat 
the following passage, contained in the September number of 
this journal: 

" We are informed by many ancient historians, and very 
expressly by Bede, in his famous Ecclesiastical History, 'That 
at the request of Oswald, King of Northumberland, certain pres- 
byters came (in the seventh century) from Scotland into Eng- 
land, and ordained bishops; that the abbot, and other presbyters 
of the island of Hy, sent Aydan for this express purpose, 
declaring him to be worthy of the office of bishop, and that he 
ought to be sent to instruct the unbelieving and the unlearned.' 
He informs us, that * those presbyters ordained him and sent 
him to England on this errand ; and that Finan, sent from 
the same monastery in the same island, succeeded him in the 
Episcopal office, after having been ordained by the Scottish 
presbyters.' 

" Upon this testimony of Bede, Baxter remarks, ^ You will 
find that the English had a succession of bishops by xYi^ Scottish 
14 
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presbyter's (yrdination; and there is no mention in Bede of any 
dislike or scruple of the lawfulness of this course.' The learned 
Dr. Doddridge refers us to Bede and Jones to substantiate the 
fact that, *the ordination of English bishops cannot be traced 
up to the Church of Rome as its original ; that in the year 663, 
the successors of Austin, the monk, (who came over A. D. 596,) 
being almost extinct, by Jar the greater part of the bishops were 
of Scottish ordination, by Aydan and Finan, who came out of 
the Culdee monastery of Columbanus, and were no more than 
presbyters,^ 

" And is it verily so, that the Episcopal blood was thus early 
and extensively contaminated in England ? Is it verily so, that 
when the effects of pious Austin's labors had become almost 
imperceptible, the sinking Church was revived again by sending 
-to Scotland for presbyters to come and ordain a multitude of 
bialiops? Then it is verily a fact, that Presbyterian ordination 
is one of the sturdiest pillars that support the vast fabric of the 
Church of England. No matter if only ten bishops were thus 
ordained, the contamination (if it be one) having been imparted 
more than eleven hundred years afo, has had a long time to 
diffuse itself, and doubtless has diffused itself so extensively 
from bishop to bishop, that not a single prelate in Great Britain 
can prove that he has escaped the infection. For what one of 
them can tell if he was not consecrated by bishops who were 
themselves consecrated by bishops, and they by other bishops, 
to whom all the ordaining power they ever had was transmitted 
froin the presbyters of Scotland ? But this is not the whole of 
the evil. As no one bishop can trace his Episcopal pedigree 
farther back perhaps than two or three centuries, so he cannot 
certainly know that any presbyter on whose head he has 
imposed hands, has received from him any thing more than 
Presbyterian ordination. Nor is this all the evil. The Pro- 
testant Episcopal bishops and presbyters in America are in the 
same plight ; for I am told that all their authority came from 
England. But as the English bishops who gave it to them 
could not then, and cannot noiz?, certainly tell whence it came, 
so who knows but all the Episcopal clergy in the United Slates 
of America are originally indebted to the hands of Elder 
Aydan and Elder Finan for all their ministerial powers? I 
tremble for all Protestant Episcopal churches on both conti- 
nents, if Presbyterian ordination be not valid and scriptdral.*' 
(pp. 486, 487.) 

One point more in the argument for Episcopacy remains. It 
Is, tliat none but prelates ordained. It is incumbent on Episco- 
palians to prove this, as essential to their argument. For if 
presbyters or elders exercised the office of ordaining, then the 
main point claimed for, the superiority of bishops is unfounded. 
We aim, therefore, to show that there is positive pro-jf that 
presbyters did ordain. We have shown, in the course of ovr 
Higument, that they exercised the office o{ discipline, one ^^thr 
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things daimed peculiarly for bishops 5 we now proeeed to show 
that the office of ordaining was one which was i^^rusted to 
them, and which they exercised. If this point be made out, it 
follows still further that the peculiarity of the office of the apos- 
tles was not that they ordained, and that the clergy of the New 
Testament are not divided into " three orders," but are equal in 
ministerial rank and power. The argument is indeed complete 
without this; for, unless Episcopalians can show, by positive 
proof, the superiority of their bishops to the right of ordination 
and discipline, the parity of the clergy follows as a matter of 
course. 

The writer of these articles is a Presbyterian. But the argu- 
ment does not require that he sliould go largely into Hie proof 
of his own views on church polity. The object is to disprove 
Episcopacy. If this is disproved, it follows that the clergy are 
on an equality. If it is shown that the doctrine of the New 
Testament is, that presbyters were to ordun, it is a sufficient 
disposal of the " feeble claims of lay-ordination," and of all 
other claims. It will follow, that a valid ordination is that 
which is performed in accordance with the direction that pres- 
byters should ordain. What particular churches hemd^s the 
Presbyterian, accord in their practice with the direction, it is not 
our business to inquire. It is sufficient for our purpose that the 
Prmhyterian and Congregational churches accord with that 
requirement, and follow the direction of the New Testament in 
the ordination of their ministry by presbyters, and in their min- 
isterial equality. This is all the reply that is necessary to the 
train of reflections in the "Answer." (pp. 5, 6.) We have 
seen, also, that Episcopal ordination is valid, not because it is 
performed by a prelate, but because it is, as we remarked, 
(Review, pp. 32, 33,) in fact a mere Presbyterian performance. 

In proof of the point now before us, therefore, we adduce 

1 Tim. iv. 14 — "Neglect not the gift that is in thee, which 
was given thee by prophecy, with the laying on of the hands ol 
the presbytery." Of this passage, which, to the common sense 
of mankind, affirms the very thing under discussion, it is evi- 
dently material for Episcopalians to dispose ; or their claims to 
exclusive rights and privileges are for ever destroyed. We 
shall, therefore, examine the passage, and then notice the objec- 
tions to its obvioiis and common sense interpretation alleged by 
Dr. Onderdonk. 

We observe then, H.) That the translation of the passage is 
fairly made. Much learned criticism has been exhausted, to 
very little purpose, by Episcopalians, to show, that a difference 
existed between "with," (M^a) in this place, and "by," (3ta) in 

2 Tim. i. 6. It has been said, "that such a distinction may 
justly be regarded as intimating that the virtue of the ordaining 
act flowed from Paul, while the presbytery, or the rest of that 
body if he were included in it, expressed only cow^cw^." (Tract, 
p 22.) But it has never been shown, nor can it be, that the 
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preposition " with'' does riot fairly express the force of the ori- 
ginal. The same observation may be applied to the word, " pres- 
bytery," (iepco0vrcphv,) It denotes properly a body, or assembly 
of elders, or presbyters. In Lulce xxii. 66, it is applied to the 
body of elders which composed the Sanhedrim, or great council 
of the Jews, and is translated " the elders of the people :" to wpcv- 
fivTi(nov roti XooS. See also Acts xxii. 5 — " the estate of the elders." 
The word occurs nowhere else in the New Testament except 
In the passage under consideration. Dr. Onderdonk has endea- 
vored to show that it means " the office to which Timothy was 
ordained, not the persons who ordained him ; so that the pas- 
sage would read, 'with the laying on of hands to confer tlie 
presbytefnte^^ or presbytership, or the clerical office;" and 
appeals to the authority of Grotius and Calvin in the case. (Tract, 
pp. 19, 20.) In regard to tliis interpretation we observe, (1.) 
That if this be correct, then it follows, that Timothy was not an 
apostle, but an elder, — he was ordained to the office of the pres- 
hyterate, or the eldership. Timothy, then, is to be laid out of 
the college of the apostles, and reduced to the humble office of a 
presbyter. When prelacy is to be established by showing that 
the office of apostles was transmitted, Timothy is an apostle; 
when it is necessary to malce another use of this same man, it 
appears that he was ordained to the preshyterate, and Timothy 
becomes a humble presbyter. But, (2.) If the word " presby- 
tery" (vpcvfivfiptov) here means the presbyterate, and not the per 
sons, then it doubtless means the same in the two other places 
where it occurs. In Luke xxii. 66, we shall receive the informa- 
tion, that " the presbyterate," " the presbytership," or " the cleri- 
cal office" of the people, that is, the body by which the people 
conferred "the presbyterate," came together with the scribes, 
&c. In Acts xxii. 5, we shall be informed thai " the presbyterate," 
or " the clerical office," would bear witness with the high-priest 
to the life of Paul. Such absurdities show the propriety of 
adhering, in interpretation, to tlie obvious and usual meaning of 
the words. (3.) The word is fixed in its meaning in the usage 
of the Church. Suicer (Thesaurus,) says, it denotes " an assem- 
bly, congregation, and college of presbyters in the Christian 
Church." In all the instances which he quotes from Theodoret, 
(on 1 Tim. iv. 14,) from Chrysostom, (Homil. xiii. on this epis- 
tle,) from Theophylact, (in loco,) and from Ignatius, (Epis. to 
Antioch, and to the Trallians,) there is not the slightest evi- 
dence, that it is ever used to denote the office, instead of the 
persons, of the presbytery. (4.) As the opinion of Grotius is 
referred to by Dr. O., we beg leave to quote here a passage from 
his commentary on this place. "The custom was, that the 
presbyters who were present placed their hands on the head of 
the candidate, at the same time with the presiding officer of their 
body," cum ccetus sui principe. " Where the apostles, or their 
assistants, were not present, ordination took place by the presid- 
ing officer {Prasidem) of their body, with the concurrence of 
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the presbytery." We were particularly surprised Ihat the 
authority of Calvin should have been adduced, as saiiciioning 
that interpretation, which refers the word presbytery to ()jficei 
and not to persons. His words are, "They wlio interpret />retf- 
bytery here as a colleciive noun, denoting the college of presby- 
ters, are, in my judgment, right." Our first argument, then, is, 
that the word " presbytery," denoting the persons who composed 
the body^ or coUeffe of eldera, is tlie proper, obvious, and esta- 
blished sense of tne passage. 

(2.) It is evident from this passage, that whoever or whatever 
else might have been engaged in this transaction, a material part 
of it belonged to the presbytery or eldership concerned. *' A'e- 
giect not the gift thai is in thee, which was given thee by pro- 
phecy ; WITH THC LAYING ON OF THE HANDS OF TH£ PaBSBYTEHY." 

Here it is evident that the presbytery bore a material part in the 
transaction. Paul says that the gilt that was in Timothy wu:^ 
given him by prophecy, with the laying on of the hands of the 
presbytery. Tliat is, that prophecy, or some prophecies relating 
to Timothy, (coinp. 1 Tim. i. 18, "according to the prophecies 
which went before in thee,") had designated him as a proper 
person for the ministry, or that he would be employed in the 
ministry ; but the prophecy did not invest him with the office, 
*— did not confer the gift T/uit was done, — that Airmal appoint- 
ment fulfilling the prophecy, — by the imposition of the hands of 
the presbytery. It was necessary that that act of the presbytery 
should thus C(mcur with the prophecy, or Timothy had remained 
a layman. The presbyters. laid their hands on him; and he 
thus received his office. As Uie prophecy made no part of his 
ordination, it follows that he was ordained by the presbytery. 

(3.) The statement here is just one which would be given 
now in a Presbyterian ordination ; it is not one which would 
be made in an Episcopal ordination. A Presbyterian would 
choose these very words, to give an account of an ordination in 
his church ; an Episcopalian would not. 'J*he former speaks of 
ordination by a presbytery; the latter of ordination by a bishop. 
The former can use the account of the Apostle Paul here as 
applicable to ordination, without explanations, comments, new 
versions, and criticisms ; the latter cannot. The passage speaks 
to the common understanding of men in favor of Presbyterian 
ordination, — of the action of a presbytery in the case: it never 
speaks the language of Episcopacy, even after all the torture to 
which it may be subjected by Episcopal criticism. The passage 
is one, too, which is not like the "apostles and elders," "tne 
apostles, and elders, and brethren," — the only direct passage on 
which Episcopacy relies, — a passage which has no perceptible 
connexion with the case; but it is one that speaks on the very 
subject ; which relates to the exact transaction ; and whiclj 
makes a positive affirmation of the very thing in debate. 

(4.) The supposition that this was not a presbytet-ial transac- 
tion, renders the passage unmeaning. Here was present a body 
14* 
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of men called a presbytery. We ask the Episcopalian why they 
were present? The answer is, 7iot for the purpose of ordina- 
tion, but for "concurrence." Paul, the bishop, is the sole 
ordainer. We see Timothy bowing before the presbytery. We 
see them solemnly impose their hands on him. We ask. Why is 
this? ^Not for the purpose of ordination,' the Episcopalian 
replies, *but for " concurrence." Paul is the ordainer.' But, we 
ask. Had they no share in the ordination ? ' None at all.' Had 
they no participation in conferring the gift designated by pro- 
phecy? *None at all.' Why, then, present? Why did they 
impose hands? For "concurrence," for form, for nothing! It 
was an empty pageantry, in which they were mistaken when 
supposing that their act had something to do in conferring the 
gift; for their presence really weaiit nothing, and the whole 
transaction could as well have been performed without as with 
them. 

(5.) If this ordination was the joint act of the presbytery, we 
have here a complete scriptural account of a Presbyterian ordi- 
nation. It becomes, then, a very material question, how the 
Episcopalians dispose of this passage of Scripture. Their diSt- 
culties and embarrassments on this subject, will still further 
confirm the obvious interpretation which Presbyterians suggest 
and hold. These difficulties and embarrassments are thus pie- 
sented by Dr. Onderdonk : — 

He first doubts whether this transaction was an ordination. 
(Tract, pp. 18, 19.) To this we answer, (1.) That if it were not, 
then there is no account that Timothy was ever ordained ; (2.) 
That there is no specific work mentioned in the history of the 
apostles, to which Timothy was designated, unless it was ordi- 
nation ; (3.) That it is the obvious and fair meaning of the pas- 
sage ; (4.) That if this does not refer to ordination, it would be 
easy to apply the same denial to all the passages which speak of 
the " imposition of hands," and to show that there was no such 
thing as ordination to the ministry in any case ; (5.) That it 
accords with the common usage of the terms, * imposition of 
hands,' iirtO«'«j rdv xti^v, in the New Te.5tament The phrase 
occurs but four times: — ^Acts viii. 18; 1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim. i. 6; 
Heb. vi. 2. In all these places it evidently denotes conferringf 
some gift, office, or favor described by the act. In 2 Tira. 
i. 6, it denotes, by the acknowledgment of all Episcopalians^ 
ordination to the ministry. Why should it not here? (6.) If, 
as Dr. Onderdonk supposes, it refers to " an inspired designation 
of one already in the ministry, to a particular field of duty," 
(Tract, p. 19,) then, (a) we ask, why we have no other mention 
of this transaction ? (6) We ask how it is to be accounted for 
that Paul, while here evidently referring Timothy to the duties 
and responsibilities of the ministerial office in general, should 
not refer to his ordination^ but to a designation to a particular 
field of labor ? His argument to Timothy, on such a supposition, 
would be this — ' Your office of a minister of the Gospel, is one 
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that is exceedingly important. A bishop must be blameless, 
vigilant, sober, of good behavior, given lo liospitality, apt to 
teach, not given to wine, &c. (chap, iii.) In order to impress 
this more deeply on you, to fix these great duties in your mind, I 
refer you, — not to the solemnity of your ordination vows, — but 
' / solemnly remind you of " an inspired separation of one 
already in the ministry, to a particular field of duty?^ ' We 
need only observe here, that this is not a strain of argument that 
looks like Paul. But, 

Secondly. Dr. O. supposes that this was not a Presbyterian 
ordination. (Tract, pp. 19-21.) His first supposition is that the 
word " presbytery" does not mean the persons, but the office, 
(p. 19.) This we have already noticed. He next supposes, (pp. 
20, 21,) that if the " presbytery" here means not the office given 
to Timothy, but a body of elders, that it cannot be shown " of 
whom this ordaining presbytery was composed." (p. 21.) And 
be then proceeds to state that there are ^' seven modes" in 
which this "presbytery" might be composed. It might be 
made up of " ruling elders;" or, it might be composed of 
the "grade called presbyters;" or, as Peter and John called 
themselves " elders," it might be made up of " apostles ;" or, 
" there may have been ruling elders and presbyters ; or, pres- 
byters and one or more apostles ; or, ruling elders and one or 
more of the apostles; or, ruling elders, and presbyters, and 
apostles." (p. 21.) Now as Dr. O. has not informed us which of 
these modes he prefers, we are left merely to conjecture. We 
may remark on these suppositions, (1.) That they are mere sup- 
positions. There is not the shadow of proof to support them. 
The word " presbytery," "a body of elders," does not appear to 
be such a difficult word of interpretation, as to make it necessary 
to envelop it in so much mist, in order to understand it. Dr O.'s 
argument here, is such as a man always employs when he is 
pressed by difficulties which he cannot meet, and when he 
throws himself, as it were, into a labyrinth, in the hope that 
amidst its numerous passages he may escape detection and 
evade pursuit. (2.) If this " body of elders" was made up of 
" ruling elders," or, " of the grade called presbyters," then the 
argument of Episcopacy is overthrown. Here is an instance, 
on either supposition, of Presbyterian ordination, which is fatal 
to the claims that bishops only ordain. Or, if it be supposed 
that this was not an ordination, but " an inspired separation of 
one already in the ministry, to a particular field of duty," it is 
an act equally fatal to the claim of prelates to the general 
"superintendence" of the Church ; since it is manifest, that these 
"elders" took upon themselves the functions of this office, and 
designated " the bishop of Ephesus" to his field of labor. Such 
a transaction would scarcely meet with Episcopal approbation 
in the nineteenth century. 

But in regard to the other suppositions, that a part of all the 
"presbytery'^ was composed of apostles, we remark, (1.) That 
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it is a merely gratuitous j^iipposition. There is not an instance 
in which the term "presbytery," or *'body of elders," is applied 
in the New Testament to the collective body of the apostles. 
(2.) On the supposition that the " presbytery" was composed 
entirely of apostles, then we ask how it happens, that, in 2 Tim. 
i. 6, Paul appropriates to himself a power which belonged to every* 
one of them in as full right as to him? How came they to 
surrender their power into the hands of an individual ? Was it 
the character of Paul thus to assume authority which did not 
belong to him? We have seen already how, on the supposi- 
tion of the Episcopalian, he superseded Bishop Timothy in the 
exercise of discipline in Corinth, and in his own diocese at 
Ephesus: we have now an instance in which he claims all the 
virtue of the ordaining power, where his fellow apostles must 
have been equally concerned. 

But if a part only of this " presbytery" was composed of 
apostles, and the remainder presbyters, either ruling elders, or 
" the second grade," we would make the following inquiries : 
(1.) Was he ordained as a prelate 7 So the Episcopalians with 
one voice declare, — prelate of Ephesus. Then it follows that 
Timothy, a prelate, was set apart to his work by the imposition 
of the hands of elders. What was then his prelatical char- 
acter? Does the water in the cistern rise higher than the 
fountain ? If laymen were concerned, Timothy was a layman 
still. If presbyters, Timothy was a presbyter still. And thus 
all the power of prelates, from him of Rome downward, has 
come through the hands of humble presbyters,—] ust as we 
believe, and just as history affirms. (2.) Was he ordained as a 
presbyter 7 Then his Episcopal character, so far as it depends 
on his ordination, is swept away ; and thus we have not a soli- 
tary instance of the consecration of a prelate in all the New 
Testament. 

Which of these suppositions of Dr. O., he is disposed to re- 
ceive as the true one, we are unable to say. All of them cannot 
be true ; and whichever he chooses, is, as we have seen, equally 
fatal to his argument, and involves a refutation of tlie claims of 
prelacy. 

The only other reply with which Dr. O. meets the argument 
for Presbyterian ordination from this passage, is, by the suppo- 
sition, that the virtue of the ordaining act was derived from the 
Apostle Paul. The passage on which he rests the argument is, 
(2 Tim. i. 6,) "that thou stir up the gift of Goo which is in thee, 
by the putting on of my hands." On this passage we observe, 
(1.) Paul does not deny that other hands were also imposed on 
Timothy ; nor that his authority was derived also from others, 
in conjunction with himself. (2.) That by the supposition o! 
Episcopalians, as well as Presbyterians, other hands were in 
fact,.imposed on him. (3.) It was perfectly natural for Paul, in 
consequence of the relation which Timothy sustained to him, as 
bis adopted son, (1 Tim. i. 2 as being seleoted by him lor the 
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ministry, (Acts xvi. 3;) and as being his companion in the 
ministry, and in travels, to remind him, near the close of his 
own life, (2 Tim. iv. 6,) that he had been solemnly set apart to 
the work by himself, — to bring his own agency into full view, — 
in order to stimulate and encourage him. That Paul had a 
part in the act of the ordination, we admit; that others also had 
a part — the "presbytery" — we have proved. (4.) The expres- 
sion which is here used, is just such as an aged Presbyterian 
minister would now use, if directing a farewell letter to a son in 
the ministry. He would remind him, as Paul does in this epis- 
tle, (2 Tim. iv. 6,) that he was about to leave the ministry, and 
the world ; and if he wished to impress his mind in a peculiarly 
tender manner, he would remind him, also, that he took part in 
his ordination ; that under his own hands, he had been desig- 
nated to the work of the ministry; and would endeavor to deep- 
en his conviction of the importance and magnitude of the work, 
by the reflection that he had been solemnly set apart to it by a 
father. Yet who would infer from this, that the aged Presbyte- 
rian would wish to be regarded as a prelate 1 

Dr. O. remarks on this case, (Tract, p. 22,) that, if Paul was 
' engaged in the transaction, it was the work of an apostle, and 
was "an apostolic ordination." We admit that it was an 
" apostolic ordination ;" but when will Episcopalians lear« to 
suppose it possible, that an "apostolic ordination" was not a 
prelatical ordination? Did not Dr. O. see that this was assum- 
ing the very point in debate, that the peculiarity of the apostolic 
office wa^ the pawer of ordaining'? We reply, further, that 
whoever was engaged m it, a " presbytery" was concerned, and 
it was a Presbyterian ordination. 

We have now considered all the objections that have been 
made to the obvious interpretation of this passage; and we are 
prepared to submit it to any candid mind, as a full and unquali^ 
fied statement of an instance of Presbyterian ordination. Which- 
ever of the half-dozen suppositions, — assuming a hue, chameleon- 
like, from the nature of the argument to be refuted, — which 
EpiscopaHans are compelled to apply to the passage, is adopted, 
we have seen that they involve them in all the difficulties of an 
unnatural interpretation, and conduct us by a more circuitous 
route, only to the plain and common sense exposition of the 
passage, as decisive in favor of Presbyterian ordination. 

Having thus shown that there was one Presbyterian ordina- 
tion, in the case of Timothy, claimed b^ Episcopalians as a 
prelate, and this too, in perhaps the only mstance of ordination 
to the ministry recorded in the New Testament ; we now pro- 
ceed to adduce the case of a church that was not organized on 
the principles of Episcopalians, with three orders of clergy. 
We refer to the church at Phiiippi. " Paul and Timothy, serv- 
ants of Jesds Christ, to all the saints in Christ Jesus who are at 
Phiiippi, with the bishops and deacons," dh^ imaKdmis Kai iiaKdvois. 
In regard to this church we make the following observations. 
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(1.) It was organized by the Apostle Paul himself, in connexion 
\i itii Silas, and was, therefore, on the truly " primitive and apos- 
tolic" plan. (Acts xvi.) (2.) It was in the centre of a large 
territory, the capital of Macedonia, and not likely to be placed in 
subjection to a diocesan of another region. (3.) It was sur- 
rounded by other churches; as we have express mention of the 
church at Thessalonica, and the preaching of the Gospel at 
Berea. (Acts xvii.) (4.) There is mention made of but two 
orders of men. What the deacons were, we know from ihe 
appointm'jnt in Acts vi. 1-6. They were designated, not to 
preach, but to take care of the poor members of the church, and 
to distribute the alms of the saints. As we have there, in the 
original appointment of the office, the express and extended 
mention of its functions, we are to infer thsR the design was the 
same at Philippi. If we admit, however, the supposition of the 
Episcopalians, that the deacons were preachers^ it will not at all 
affect our argument. The other class, therefore, the "bishops," 
constitute the preaching order, or the clergy, — those to whom 
were committed the preaching of the word, ihe administration 
of the sacraments, and of the discipline of the church. Now, 
either these bishops were prelates^ or they were the pastors, the 
presbyters of the church. If Episcopalians choose to say they 
were prelates, then it follows, (a) that there was a plurality of 
such prelates in the same diocese, and the same city, and the 
same church ; which is contrary to the fundamental idea of 
Episcopacy. It follows also, (6) that there is entirely wanting 
in this church the ' second order' of clergy ; that an Episcopal 
church is organized, defective in one of the essential grades, 
with an appointment of a body of prelates, without presbyters; 
that is, an order of * superior' men, designated to exercise juris- 
diction over " priests" who had no existence. If it be said tliat 
the '* presbyters," or "second order," might have been there, 
though Paul did not expressly name them ; then we are pre- 
sented with the. remarkable fact, that he specifies the deaconsy 
an inferior order, and expresses to them his Christian saluta- 
tions; that he salutes and addresses also the saints,«and yet 
entirely disregards those who had the special pastoral charge of 
the church. Paul thus becomes a model of disrespect and 
incivility. In the epistles to Timothy he gives him directions 
about every thing else, but no counsel about his brother pre- 
lates: in the epistles to the churches he salutes their prelates 
and their deacons, but becomes utterly regardless of the * second 
order of clergy,' the immediate pastors of the chiirches. 

But if our Episcopal brethren prefer to say, that the " bishops" 
here mean not prelates but presbyters, we, so far, shall agree 
with them ; and then it follows, (a) that here is an undeniable 
instance of a church, or rather a group of churches, large 
enough to satisfy the desire of any diocesan bishop for extended 
jurisdiction, organized without any prelate. None is men 
tioaed ; and there are but two orders of men, to whom the care 
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of the "saints at Philippi" is intrusted. (6) If there was a 
prelate there, then we ask, why Paul did not refer to him with 
affectionate salutations? Why does he refer to ' the second and 
the third orders of clergy,' without the slightest reference to the 
man who was * superior to them in ministerial rank and power?' 
Was Paul jealous of the prelate? or have we here another 
instance of indecorum and incivility? (c) If they had had a 
prelate, and the see was now vacant, why is there no reference 
to this fact? why no condolence at their loss? why rio prayer 
that Goo would send them a man to enter into the vacant dio- 
cese ? (d) Episcopalians have sometimes felt the pressure of 
these difficulties to be so great, that they have supposed the pre- 
late to have been absent when this epistle was addressed to the 
churcli at Philippi ; and that this was the reason why he was 
not remembered in the salutation. Of this solution, we observe 
only, that like some other of their arguments, it is mere assump- 
tion. And even granting this assumption, it is an inquiry of not 
very easy solution, why Paul did not make some reference to 
this fact, and ask their prayers for the absent prelate. One can 
scarcely help being forcibly reminded, by the ineffectual efforts 
of Episcopalians to find a prelate at Philippi, of a remarkable 
transaction mentioned 1 Kings xviii. 27, 28, to which we need 
only refer our readers. It is scarcely necessary to add, that if 
a single church is proved to have been organized without the 
" three orders of clergy," the parity of the ministry is made out 
by apostolic appointment, and the Episcopal argument is at 
an end. 

We may add, that our view of the organization of the church 
in Philippi, is confirmed by an examination of the organization 
of the church in its immediate neighborhood, in Thessalonica 
In tlje two epistles which Paul directed to that church, there is 
not the slightest reference to any prelatical bishop ; there is no 
mention of * three orders of clergy;* there is no hint that the 
church was organized on that plan. But one order of ministers 
is mentioned, evidently as entitled to the same respect, and as on 
an entire equality. They were men clearly of the same rank, and 
engaged in discharging the functions of the same office. " And 
we heseech you, brethren, to know them which labor among 
you, and are over you in the Lord, and admonish you; and to 
esteem them very highly in love for their work's sake." 1 Thess. 
V. 12, 13. Will our Episcopal friends be kind enough to inform 
us, why there is no mention of the prelate, whether present 
or absent ? 

We are here prepared to estimate the force of the undeniable 
fact, that there is no distinction of grade or rank, by the names 
which are given to the ministers of the Gospel in the New 
Testament. It is admitted by Episcopalians themselves that 
the names bishop, presbyter, &c., in tlie Bible, do not denote 
those ranks of church officers to which they are now applied, 
but are given indiscriminately to all. On this point we have 
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the authority of Dr. Onderdonk. "The Tuime * bishop,' " says 
he, " which now designates the highest grade of the ministry, 
u not appropriated to this cffice in Scripture. That name is 
given to the middle or^er, or presbyters; and all that we read 
IN the new testament conoeR'Ning 'bishops,' (including, of 
course, the words * overseers,' and * oversight,' which have the 
same derivation,) is to be regarded as pertaining to this mid- 
dle GRADE." (Tract, p. 12.) "Another irregularity of the same 
kind, occurs in regard to the word 'elder.' It is sometimes 
used for a minister or clergyman of any grade, higher, middle, 
or lower; but it more strictly signifies a presbyter." Tract, 
p. 14. 

In accordance with this fact, which is as remarkable as it is 
true, we have seen that Peter applies to himself the name pres- 
byter, and puts himself on a level with other presbyters. "The 
presbyters which are among you, I exhort^ (not I command^ or 
enjoin^ as a prelate would do,) who am also a presbyter.'* 
I Peter v. 1. And in the very next verse he exhorts them, (the 
elders or presbyters,) to " feed the flock of God, taking the over- 
sight, {htioiwsawTti exercising the office of bishop,) not by con- 
straint," &c. 

Now let these conceded facts be borne in mind. The term 
presbyter is applied to the apostles. " All that we read of in the 
New Testament concerning ' bishops,' is applied to the middle 
grade." The apostles address each other, and their brethren, by 
the same terms, — by no words or names that indicate rank, or 
grade, or authority. We maintain that this fact can be account- 
ed for, only on the supposition that they regarded themselves as 
ministers, as on a level. If they meant to teach that one class 
was superior in rank and power to others, we maintain that 
they would not have used terms always confounding such dis- 
tinctions, and always proceeding on the supposition that they 
were on an equality. It will not be pretended, that they could 
not employ terms that would have marked the various grades. 
For if the term 'bishop' can now do it, it could do it then ; if 
the term presbyter can now be used to denote 'the middle 
grade,' it could then have been so used. We maintain, too, that 
if such had been their intention, they would have thus employed 
those terms. That the sacred writers were capable of using 
language definitely, Dr. Onderdonk will not doubt. Why, then, 
if they were capable, did the}' choose not to do it ? Are Episco- 
pal bishops now, ever as vague and indefinite in their use of the 
terms 'bishop' and 'presbyters' as were the apostles'? Why 
were the latter so undesirous of having the "pre-eminence ?" 
(3 John 9.) 

It is remarkable, that the mode of using these terms in the 
New. Testament, is precisely in accordance with the usage in 
Presbyterian and Congregational churches. Ttuy speak, just 
as the sacred writers did, of their ministers, indiscriminately as 
' bishops,' as ' pastors,' as ' teachers,' as ' evangelists.' Th^ 
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regard their ministers as on an equality. Did not tne sacrtd 
writers do the same J 

It is as remarkable, that the mode of using these terms in the 
Episcopal churches is not, {ex concessis^) that which occurs in 
the Bible. And it is ascertain, that trer^they thus to use tlioso 
terms, it would at once confound their orders and ranks, and 
reduce their ministers to equality. Do we ever see any approxi 
mation in their addresses, and in their canons, in this respect, to 
the language and style of the New Testament? Do we ever 
hear of Bishop Tyng, or Bishop Hawks, or Bishop Schroeder, 
or Bishop €roswell? Do we ever hear of Presbyter Ives, or 
Doane, or Onderdonk? How would language like tiiis sound in 
the mouth of a prelatical bishop? Would not all men J»e 
amazed, as if some new thing had happened under the sun, in 
the Episcopal Church ? And yet, we venture to presume, that 
th« terms used in the New Testament to designate any office, 
may be used still.' We shall still choose to call things by their 
true names, and to apply to all ranks and orders of men the 
terms which are applied to them by the Spirit of inspirati(»n. 
And as the indiscriminate use of these terms is carefully 
avoided by the customs and canons of the Episcopal Church ; 
as there seems to have been a presentiment in the formation of 
those canons, that such indiscriminate use would reduce the 
fabric to simple * parity' of the clergy; and as these terms can- 
not be so used, without reducing these * ranks and orders' to a 
scriptural equality, we come to the conclusion that the Apostles 
meant to teach, that the ministers of the New Testament are 
equal in ministerial rights and powers. 

We have now gone through this entire subject. We have ' 
examined, we trust, in a candid manner, — we are sure with the 
kindest feelings toward our Episcopal brethren, —every argu- 
ment which they have to adduce from the Bible, in favor of the ' 
claims of their bishops. We have disposed of these arguments 
step by step. We have done this, remembering that these are 
ALL the argumentsf which Episcopacy has to urge from the Bible. 
There is nothing that remains. The subject is exhausted. 
Episcopacy rests here. And it is incumbent on Episcopacy to 
show^ not to affirm^ that our interpretation of thoi^ passages is 
not sustained by sound principles of exegesis. 

The burden of proof still lies on them. They assumed it, and 
on them it rests. They affirm that enormous powers are lodged 
in the hands of the prelate,^every thing pertaining to ordina- 
tion, to discipline, to the superintendence of the Christian Church. 
They claim powers tending to degrade every presbyter in the 
world to the condition of a dependent and inferior office ; strip- 
ping him of the right of transmitting his own office, ancl of 
administering discipline among his own flock. They arrogate ' 
powers whidi go to strip all other presbyters, except* Episcopa- 
lian, of any right to officiate in the Church of God ; rendering 
their oPdUmtion invalid, their administrations void, and their 
15 
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exercise of the functions of their ofiice, a daring aad ifn|>io«# 
invasion of the rights of the priesthood, and a violation of the 
law of Christ. The foundation for these sMi'^ping, and certainiy 
not very modest claims, we have examined with all freedom. 
The argument for prelacy may be summed up in a word. It 
consists in the text,— Ahe solitary text, — " the apostles and 
elders," "the apostles, cmd elders, and brethren," joined to a 
circuitous train of reasoning remote from common apprehen- 
sion, and too abstruse for the guidance jof the mass of men. 
Step by step we have followed them in their circuits ; argument 
after argument we have patiently displaced ; and at the conclu- 
sion, we may ask any person of plain common sense, to place 
his finger on that portion of the Book of God which is favorabW 
to prelacy. 

This argument having been met and disproved, we have 
produced an instance of express Presbyterian ordination in the 
case of Timothy. Two. churches we have 'found that were 
organized without prelates. We are thus, by another train of 
argument, conducted to the same result,— that prelates are 
unknown in the New Testament. And to make our argument 
perfectly conclusive, we have shown that the $ame titles ar^ 
applied indiscriminately to all. 

Our argument may be stated in still lewer word& The 
Episcopal claims are not made out 5 and, of course, the clergy of 
the New Testament are equal. The Episcopalian has failed to 
show that there were different grades ; and it follows that there 
must be parity. We have examined the only case of ordina- 
tion specified in the New Testament, and the constitution of the 
churches, and find that it is so; and we are condiiicted inevita- 
bly to the conclusion that prelacy is not in the Bible. 

We now take our leave of the Eniscopal controversy. As Epis- 
copacy has nothing which it can add to the scriptural argument^ 
we regard our labors in this department £^s at end. The whole 
tfC7np< tfraZ argument is exhausted, ai>d here our inquiry ends; 
and here our interest in this topic ceases. We take leave of the 
subject with the same kind feelings for that Church, and the 
same respect far the author of the "Tract," with which we began 
the inquiry. We remember the former services which the Epis- 
copal Church rendered to the cause of truth, and of the world's 
redemption ; we remember the bright and ever-living lights of 
truth, which her clergy and her illustrious laymen have in other 
times enkindled in the darkness of this world's hist^^y, and 
which continue to pour their pure and steady lustre on th^ liter- 
ature, the law9, and the customs of the Chr^ian world ; and we 
trust the day will neyer come, wbea our own bosoms, or the 
bosoDis of Christians in any denomination, will cease to beat 
with emotions of lofty thanksgiving to the God of grace, that be 
ra^ed up such gifted and holy men, to meet the corrupti^Nis of 
the Papacy, and to breast the wickedness of the world. 

la our view of ecclesiastical polity, we can have no unkind 
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fe«!!ng9 toward any branch of the true Church of Ood. We 
strive to cherish feelings of affectionate regard for them all, and 
to render praise to the common Father of Christians, for any 
efforts which are made to advance the intelligence, the p«rity 
and the salvation of mankind. In onr views of the nature of 
mind, and of freedom, we can have no unkind feelings toward 
any denomination of true Christians. " There are diversities of 
operations, but the same Spirit." We have no expectation that 
all men, in this world, will think alike. And we regard it as a 
wise arrangement, that the Church of God is thus organized 
into different sections and departments^ under the banner of the 
common Captain of their salvation. It promotes inquiry. It 
prevents complacency in mere forms and ceremonies. It pro- 
duces healthy and vigorous emulation. It affords opportunities 
for ell classes of minds to arrange themselves according to their 
preferences and their habits of thought. And it is not unfavora* 
bie to that kindness of feeling which the Christian can cherisb, 
and should cherish, when he utters in the sanctuary the article of 
his faith, " I believe in the holy catholic Church, the commu- 
nion of saints." The attachment of a soldier to a particular 
company or squadron, need not diminish his respect for the 
armies of his country, or extinguish his love of her liberty. 
Being joined to a company of inmntry, need not make me feel 
that the cavalry are useless, or involve me in a controversy with 
the artillery. 

We ask only, that Episcopacy should not assume arrogant 
claims; that she should be willing to take her place among 
other denominations of Christians, entitled to like respect as 
others, to idl the tender and sympathetic affections of the Chris- 
tian brotherhood ; and witling that others should walk in the 
liberty wherewith Cnfusr has made his people free. We shall 
have no contest with our Episcopal brethren for ioviiig the 
ohuroh of their choice, and the church in which they seek to 
prepare themselves for heaven. We shall not utter the Ian*, 
guage of unkindness for their reverencing the ministerial oflke, 
m which the spirits ofCranmer and Leighton were prepared for 
Iheir eternal rest. Content that other denominations should 
enjoy like freedom, while they do not arrogate to themselves 
Qoholy <^aim8, and attempt to "lord it over" other parts ^oC 
God's heritage,'* we shall pray for their success, and rej^oe ia 
Hieir advancement. But the moment they cross this line ; th6 
mom^it they make any advances which resemble those of the 
Papacy ; the moment they set up the claim of being the oaly^ 
^primitive and apostolical Church ;** and the moment they speak 
of the, *^ invalid ministry" and the "invalid ordinances" of the 
churches, and regard them as ^\eft to the uncovenanted mer- 
cies of GoD)" that momicm the language of argument and of 
Christian rebuke may properly be heard from every other deno^ 
minatioA. There are minds that can investigate the Bible, as 
wdl «s the advocates for Episcopacy ; there are pens that eaa 
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compete with any found in the Episcopal Church $ and there 
are men who will not be slow to rebuke the first appearance o( 
arrogance and of lordly assumption, and who will remind them, 
that the time has gone by when an appeal to the infallible 
Church will answer in this controversy. Arrogant assumptions, 
they will be at opce reminded, do not suit the present state of 
intelligence in this land, nor the genius of our institutions. 
While the Episcopal Church shall seek, by kind and gentle 
means, to widen its influence, like the flowing of a river, or like 
the dews of heaven, we shall hail its advances: when she 
departs from this course, and seeks to utter the language of 
authority and denunciation, — to prostrate other churches, as 
with the sweepings of the mountain-torrent, — she will be check- 
ed by all the intelligence and piety of this land ; and she will be 
reminded, by a voice uttered from all the institutions of these 
times, that Episcopacy has had its reign of authority in the 
dark ages, and at the Vatican ; and that the very genius of Pro- 
testantism is, t?iat one chuj'ch is not to utter the language of 
arrogance over another ; and that not authority or dcnuncior 
tion^ but SCRIPTURAL EXPOSITION, is to determine which is in 
accordance with the Book of God, 

In our review, we expressed at length our feelings toward the 
Episcopal Church, (pp. 36-38.) After quoting a part of our 
remarks on this subject, the author of the. Answer makes these 
candid and kind observations : — 

'' A truly splendid euloginm on our Church, — and one which 
does credit to the candor, the benevolence, the superiority to 
prejudice, of the elevated mind that conceived it, and the honor- 
able frankness which gave it public utterance. With the feel- 
ings of such a heart as that of the author of these paragraphs, 
we have, we can have, no controversy whatever, — we rather 
desire to copy them more perfectly ourselves, and be taught 
more of the grand duty of love, by an opponent who so nobly 
and so delightfully exemplifies it." (p. 19.) 

The author of the "Answer" quoted the whole of our remarks, 
with the exception of the last Rve lines. In those lines, we 
expressed a hope, that >' the Episcopal Church was destined yet 
to be, throughout, the warm friend of revivals, and would conse- 
crate her wealth and power to the work of making a perpetual 
aggression on the territories of sin and of death." (Review, 
p. 36.) Why this p^rt of our remarks was omitted, as not 
worthy of the comment of being a " splendid eulogium on the 
Church," we know not. The fact was striking. We were not 
" amazed" by it ; but we were conscious of that feeling of pen- 
siveness, which involuntarily steals over the soul, when a Chris^ 
tian, high in office and in talent, evinces any degree of cold- 
ness toward the great work of converting the world. We could 
not but ask ourselves. Is this to be interpreted as an indication, 
that the author of the " Answer" is alarmed at the word reviv- 
als 1 Are we to consider it as an indication, that he could not 
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join US in the wish, that the wealth and power of the Episcopal 
Church should be consecrated to the worlc of saving the world ? 
Are we to understand, that there is such a fear of the word 
revivals, and such a dread of an entire cmisecration of wealth 
and power to fulfil the special command of Christ, as to induce 
the author of the " Answer" to pause, — in medias res, — in the 
very midst of a quotation, rather than repeat or write the word 
revivals, or speak of such a consecration ? It may have been, 
indeed, wholly an inadvertent omission ; and as we prefer such 
an interpretation, to one which implies suspicion or improper 
motive, we shall close this article as we did the former, with the 
wish, — a wish which shall never depart from our heart, — that, 
whatever may be the strength or the numbers of the Episcopal 
Church, when the Son of God shall come to take to himself his 
great power, she may be found foremost among the friends of 
REVIVALS, — of pure spiritual piety, and engaged with untiring 
zeal amidst the van of the Christian host, in making a perpetual 
aggression on the territories of sin and of death. 
15* 
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REMARKS 



REV. MR. BARNES* SECOND REVIEW OP ^EPiSCOFAOT 
TESTED BY SCRiPTURa» 



The tract " Episcopacy Tested by Scripture," remained more 
tban three years without any attempt having been made to 
reply to it. In March, 1834, it was reviewed in the CHrisiian 
Spectator by, as is now avowed, the Rev. Mr. Barnes. In May 
folh)wing, an answer to this review appeared in the Protestant 
Episcopalian. And in March, 1835, Mr. Barnes issues his 
second review, in reply to this answer; the two reviews being • 
leprinted in continuation, in a small volume, under the title, 
"The Scriptural Argument for Episcopacy Examined." The 
volume has been kindly sent us by the author. Ours is. the 
next turn, and we accordingly present a rejoinder. 

We deem it a source of unfeigned gratulation, that our oppo- 
nent in this controversy has an exalted standing in his own 
denomination, and in the community at large; that he is a gen- 
tleman of talents and learning, and of entire courtesy — and one 
to whose piety and Christian attainments it is a pleasure to do 
homage. 

But be the personal character and qualifications of contro- 
Tcrtists what they may, themselves are not infallible. They 
may make mistakes, argue inconclusively, and even contradict 
tliemselves. And the cause of truth requires that their argu- 
ments be looked into. This is the duly that now devolves 
on us. 

Our Rev. opponent does us too much honor in taking for 
granted that in our Tract and Answer, " the scriptural argument 
for Episcopacy is now fairly and entirely before the world." 
There are other scriptural topics used by other writers ; such as 
the apostleshlp of Epaphroditus ; that of the " messengers 
[apostles! of the churches;" the probable deaconship of the 
seventy disciples ; the rise of the twelve to their full apostleship 
by three steps ; the remarkable pri>pheoy that, after the Jewish 
dispensation, Goo would " take of this people] for priests and 
for I^evites," which means, as Old Testament language, ** for a 
high priest, for priests, and for Levites ;" the existence of those 
three orders in the Mosaic Church ; and, — particularly if it be 
allowed that the whole Christian priesthood, as well as that of 
'Cubist himself, is " after the order of Melchisedcc," — the fact, 
that in the patriarchal branch of that order there were both 
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"high priests" and "priests." These topics may all be used 
ivith more or less advantage for Episcopacy ; and they all are 
directly scriptural'; yet not One of them is adverted to in the 
Tract, and only two in the Answer. Our reason was, that we 
did not need them ; we selected such arguments from Scripture 
as would fall readily into the consecutive train of an inductive 
course of reasoning; and we omitted all others. But we did not 
mean to renounce the right to appeal to those we did not there 
adduce; some of them we have employed in other compositions. 
Hence, should Mr. Barnes succeed in refuting "Episcopacy 
Tested by Scripture," he has further work before him, if he 
would refute the whole scriptural claim of Episcopacy. 

Equally mistaken is our Rev. opponent in the allegation that 
we discarded, in the Tract, all use of the fathers, and all other 
extraneous considerations. He has enlarged on this allegation 
in his second review, and thinks that we have retracted the 
admission with which we set out, and that we manifest an 
apprehension that our cause requires propping from these 
•quarters. Not so. We have neither changed our position, nor 
have any fears for its strength. All we have said in our answer 
is, that the fathers may be used as helps in interpreting Scrip- 
ture ; they form " an historical basis " for investigating' the 
sacred writings, as inspired history, on the subject of Episco- 
pacy: there was no need, therefore, we may say in passing, of 
quoting Webster on the word " basis," and enlarging so inge- 
niously on the over-ample significancy that may be put on it. 
In the Tract, we began with these declarations : " The claim of 
Episcopacy to be of Divine institution, and therefore obligatory 
on the Church, rests fundamentally on the one question, Has 
it the authority of Scripture ? If it has not, it is not necesssu*ily 
binding." "No argument is worth taking into account, that has 
not a palpable hearing on the clear and naked topic — the scrip- 
tural eviclence of Episcopacy." Now, do such declarations just- 
ify the notion that " the only books " to be referred to in the 
discussion, are those of Scripture? Are lexicons to be discarded 
in a mcrciy scriptural argument? books of illustration? com- 
mentators — seeing an inquirer into this subject is but aiming to 
be a commentator? common-sense and common-usage methods, 
of interpreting? If not, then why extrude the fathers— not as 
furnishing an independent authority for the matter in question, 
but as affording one "basis" among others, for ascertaining the 
sense of the inspired authorities ? Accordingly we announced, 
in the third paragraph of the Tract, that although " little or no 
reference to the fathers" would there be made, yet it was " not 
because their testimony is depreciated ; for it is of paramount 
value, in showing how the Scriptures connected with this con- 
troversy were interpreted by those who knew how the apostles 
themselves understood them." Surely an announcement so • 
plain might have been sufficient to save the Rev. reviewer his 
many and earnest remarks on this point. We left the fatheVs 
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out of our line of argument in the Tract, exeept as following 
where others led us ; neither did we appeal to them even once, 
except as following- the reviewer in the Answer; nor do we 
purpose doing more, while the debate on Episcopacy is confined 
to Scripture. But this does not imply tliat we treat them as 
non-entities. Episcopacy can do without them; yet she re- 
joices to be with them. Considering the prejudice against them, 
in part, perhaps, well founded, the readier comprehension of a 
merely scriptural appeal, and the prompt hearing that is accord- 
ed it, we deemed it proper to submit to the public an argument 
of the latter sort — nor is our confidence in it diminished. But 
every mind that claims prerogative for itself, must allow the 
fair claims of mind in general, of other minds, OBteris paribus — 
must of course allow reasonable deference to the fathers — and, 
for matters of testimony concerning the tilings of Scripture, 
must allow the early fathers to be witnesses of even " paramount 
value," provided the thing they attest be really found or inti- 
mated in that volume* 

This doing justice to the fathers is, be it noted, merely a 
defence of the consistency of our two productions, the Tract 
and the Answer. In neither of them have we made use of those 
authorities for the main purposes of the discussion. The 
reviewer was mistaken, in both fact and construction, when he 
allowed himself to write thus: "Slight circumstances often 
show strong inclinations, and habits of mind. How strong a 
hold this reference to other * considerations* than the Scriptures, 
has taken upon the mind of the author of the Tract, and how 
reluctant he was to part with the ^extraneous' argument from 
the fathers, is shown by the fact, that he again recurs to it in 
the * Answer,' and presents it at much greater length." In point 
of fact, the "Answer" does not touch the argument from the 
fathers, except in two slight allusions to Ignatius ; and in mak- 
ing those allusions we merely followed the reviewer, who had 
himself glanced at the same writer. 

And so as to other " extraneous " considerations, we adverted 
to them in the Answer, because the reviewer maintained strenu- 
ously that the " burden of proof" lay on us ; for how can the 
question, On whom lies this burden? be decided, without admit- 
ting extraneous topics? or rather, the topics bearing; on this 
question are not to be regarded as extraneous to the scriptural 
argument^ though some of them are not contained in Scripture, 
When we read that the sun stood still, we superinduce a strictly 
pertinent exposition from out of Scripture, from philosophy, 
and a0irm that it was the earth that stocxl still : this surely 
is not extraneous to scriptural exposition. What the Tract 
objected to was, " extraneous and. irrelevant^- matter; if relevant, 
no topic is to be rejected. For example : the objection founded 
(m annulliug the.orders of Non-episcopal ministers, and. even on 
unchurching Non-episcopalians, is a consideration both foreign 
aild irielevanl to Uie debate on Episcopacy y because, if these 
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consequences are involved in the decision, they mttst be put at 
issue, or the debate be silenced : and to argue against Episcopal 
claims because these results may flow from their establishment, 
is so far to take for granted that we have not truth on our side. 
But we do not stray into irrelevant ground, when we adduce 
the facts, that there were or are various grades in the ministries 
of the Patriarchal and Jewish Churches, and in those of Hea- 
thenism, as a presumptive argument that the same feature would 
be engrafted on Christianity ; and when we aflirm that a similar 
presumption arises from there being various grades among civil, 
military, naval, corporation, and society officers. The reviewer, 
indeed, asserts that his denomination fulfils what is demanded 
by this latter presumption, by having the " offices " of pastors, 
ruling elders and deacons: but this we deem a play on the word 
"officers," rather than a grasping of the real argument. The 
real argument is, that there must be such grades of officers as 
will discharge the functions of government as they are usually 
discharged. Would he have no higher civil officers than the 
first judge of a county, or the president judge of a district? yet 
a county or district is much larger than a Presbyterian parish. 
Would he say that the judges, sheriffs, and constables fill up the 
analogy with ordinary civil governments? If not, then he 
wants a governor over them, and in that feature we have so much 
presumptive argument for a bishop. The presumption drawn 
from the various grades of the priesthoods of other religions is 
so decisively in our favor, that the reviewer passes it in silence — 
Non-episcopalians have but one grade to minister in sacred 
things, and no superior grade to govern the other ministers. 

We regard then our presumptive argument drawn from these 
numerous facts, there being also no exceptions worth noticing, 
as uninjured by Mr. Barnes. And we assert that it clearly 
throws the burden of proof on the parity side of the question ; 
we have a right to enter on the investigation of Scripture with 
the presumption that the Christian ministry was constituted, like 
all other ministries, with a distinction of ranks within itself. 
Nor is this right founded on considerations that are either irre- 
levant or extraneous to the scriptural argument. 

We go to Scripture. We there find mention of" apostles and 
elders," and of " bishops and deacons ;" elders and [presbyter] 
bishops are the same, by the concession of both parties; ana 
thus we have " apostles, and elders, and deacons," the three 
orders of Episcopacy. So far the matter seems clear. But 
objections are raised. 1. It is alleged, that the expression 
"apostles and elders" is our ^^ lonely Scripture proof of the 
sweeping claims that the apostles only had the power of ordina- 
tion, and that this was the peculiarity of the office." But we 
did not adduce this scripture to show what powers the apostles 
had, but only to show that they were a class distinct from the 
elders, and, as combined with other scriptural considerations, 
thmt they were "superior to them in ministerial power and 
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rights:" the nature of this superiority ia power and rights was 
a different branch of the argument; and that certain powers 
and rights belonged to the apostles, lo the exclusion of presby- 
ters, was made to appear from other scriptures. Neither is it 
quite correct to represent the expression "apostles and elders" 
as only one " passage," one '* text," as '* the solitary text," for it 
occurs at least six times, and is a mode of speaking very remark- 
ably adhered to in all that relates to the council at Jerusalem, 
. where the distinclion in priestly rank would naturally be recog- 
nised in a formal manner. 2. It. is further objected, that though 
this expression shows " that there was a distinction of some sort 
between the apostles awrf elders," it does not prove the distinction 
to have been an official one. Taken alone it does not ; but com- 
bined with the other scriptural considerations adverted to, it does: 
no other explanation, as the Tract (p. 15) sufficiently evinced, 
will stand. And this is allowed by Mr. Barnes with regard to 
all the other explanations, except one, to which, therefore, we 
next turn. 3. In his first review, Mr. B. regarded as the apos- 
tolic distinction, their being selected to bear witness to the 
" sufferings" and the " resurrection " of Christ. In his second 
review, he expands the ground of their distinction — they were 
" appointed to be witnesses of his entire ministry, including the 
fact of his resurrection." This expansion is unfortunate, for 
Paul was one of the Apostles, in the highest sense — in every 
sense ; yet, though a witness of the resurrection, he certainly 
was not a witness of the " entire ministry " of Christ. Nor do 
we read that he witnessed his "sufferings." Hence, we may 
regard the question concerning the apostolic distinction, in 
the phrase " apostles and elders," as being between their func- 
tion as special witnesses of the resurrection, and the official 
superiority we claim for them. Now, what said the Tract on 
this point? " Though the twelve Apostles were selected as special 
witnesses of the resurrection, yet others received that appella- 
tion who were not thus selected, as Timothy, Silvanus, Andro- 
nicus, Junia," &c. — we ought to have added Barnabas, and 
referred also to the " false apostles," even down to the year 96, 
in " the church of Ephesus." What did the reviewer say of 
this part of the Tract? not a word; he omitted our allusion to 
the Apostles as "special witnesses of the resurrection;" and 
went on to a long argument to prove this fact, and that in this 
fact rested their distinction. To this plea the Answer replies, 
" Was this distinction the one that led to the expression * apos- 
tles and elders?' Surely not. Among those apostles was Bar- 
nabas, and perhaps Silas, neither of whom was a special witness 
of the resurrection. Besides, the expression is used with imme- 
diate reference to the council at Jerusalem, and why, in a coim- 
eil acting on questions concerning ' idols, blood, things strangled, 
and licentiolisness,' should the special witnesses of the resur- 
rection have, €18 such, peculiar authority ?" Here are two con- 
clusive arguments against the reviewer's explanation of these 
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words; yet not the least attention is given Ihem in the seconil 
Review ; it being merely alleged that we took " no notice" of his 
" texts." But was not this a sufficient notice of them ? did it 
not show, that let his texts prove what they might, they did not 
prove that, in the council at Jerusalem, the " Apostles " were 
distinguished from the " elders," as being special witnesses of 
the resurrection? To what, however, do his texts amount? 
they merely declare the thirteen Apostles to be " witnesses," to 
be "chosen " as witnesses, to be " ordained " as witnesses ; but 
does this imply that they were chosen and ordained for nothing 
else? if so, then the thirteen were not chosen or ordained to b« 
ministers of the Gospel? if, however, they were chosen and 
ordained to be ministers of the Gospel, as Mr. Barnes allows the 
eleven to have been very early, then their selection and ordina* 
tion was not as special witnesses merely ; and we go to Scrip- 
ture to see wiiat sort of ministers they were, and in what lay 
the distinction which placed them, and the others called apostles, 
in a class separate from the ministers called elders. By such 
an appeal to Scripture we find, as the Tract will show, that the 
apostles ordained, and presbyters did not ; that the apostles had 
authority over presbyters; and that they exercised discipline 
over their heads. 

But Mr. Barnes will perhaps remind us that we have still 
omitted one of his texts — " Am I not an apostle ? am I not free? 
have I not seen Jesus Christ our Lord ? are not ye my work in 
the Lord ?" From these words he infers, in common with 8<ime 
other writers, that to have " seen" Christ was an essential quali- 
fictttion for the apostleship. But surely, in the first place, this 
is taking" the drift of Paul's argument for granted, for we may 
just as well understand the passage as giving four separate 
topios of animadversion on certain Corinthians for their oppo- 
sition to him, as regard the third topic in the light of a proof oi 
the first. In the next place, if the third topic is a proof of the 
first, the second ought to be the same, and then " freedom," i. e. 
the right to take clerical maintenance, or decline it, was one of 
the marks of the thirteen pre-eminent "apostles!" whereas it 
belonged to every minister. So of the fourth topic ; were not 
Paul and all the others " apostles " as soon as they had their 
commission, and before they had done any of thehr " work in 
the Lord?" We say then, that the Non-episcopal argument 
drawn from this passage is utterly valueless. Dr. Hammoud 
gives the true meaning^~tbe/ttZZ meaning, for it camioi be made 
to imply more, without a petitio princtpii, and without making 
nonsense of the second and fourth topics. " I may surely say 
four things of myself: L That I am an apostle of Christ, called 
from heaven immediately to that office ; 2. That I had no obli- 
gation to do what I have done among you, that is, to preach on 
free coat to you, as I have ; that I discern my Christian liberty 
fio well that I know I might have done otherwise; 3. That 
ih&ugk I was none rf CHRiar's foUowera here tm earth, ya< i 
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h&ve been equidUd to them by seeitig and beinjir spoken lo by 
Christ xYUt of heaven ; and, 4. Tliat I am certainly he that con- 
verted you to the faith, that planted the Gospel at Corinth, and 
so gfirely am not unworthy to be considered by you." To close 
this part of the discussion, we suggest, that regarding these four 
topics as separate, which they certainly are, St. Paul here makes 
his *' apostleship" a privilege entirely distinct from that of his 
having ** seen Jesus Christ." 

When Paul exclaimed, "Are all apostles?" he obviously 
allowed that some might be apostles who were not special wit- 
nesses of the resurrection. If none others could be apostles, the 
exclamation would have been against an argument of straw* 
The same result flows from the case of the " false apostles," who 
continued their pretensions down to the year 96. (Rev. ii. 2.) 
There covM have been no false apostles, had there iM'en no real 
ones but the thirteen — none but those who were special witnesses 
of the resurrection. Unless the true apostles had become 
numerous, the false would have had no chance for their impos- 
ture. And in the year 96 none of the thirteen remained but 
f^. John ; yet there weie then so many ap96tles that pretenders 
could claim the office without being instantly rejected as not 

having been " special witnesses." We hope the Rev. reviewer 

is now satisfied with our " notice " of his " proof-texts." 

We stated in the Tract that " it would not be questioned" that 
the apostles were officially superior to the elders. Our Rev. 
opponent, without denying this assertion, i. e. " it will not be 
questioned," placed it in a ridiculous light. We then adduced 
several Presbyterian authorities, who allowed the apostles' offi- 
cial superiority, and who thus proved that this assertion of ours 
was fairly made. To this the reviewer replies, that we quoted 
them " to prove that the apostles were superior to the elders ;" 
whereas we brought them, not to prove the fact, but merely that 
the fact " would not be questioned" by Presbyterians — and surely 
for this purpose, their sentiments are not to be regarded as 
"extraneous considerations." The reviewer further replies 
that these divines only assert the apostles to be superior to iht 
elders " in some respects, or, that there was a distinction between 
them." Not so ; they do not speak thus vaguely ; the extracts 
under four of the six heads assert their " official" superiority ; 
that from Dr. Miller, their "vested authority over other minis- 
ters f* and Dr. Campbell calls them " universal bishops," as 
distinguished from local pastors or parochial bishops. On the 
point that the ministerial superiority of the apostles " would 
not be questioned," the authority of these divines was ex- 
plicit, and sufficient to justify the assertion. Nor do we per- 
reive that that assertion is even now denied or questioned by 
the reviewer. 

In our Answer to the first Review, we expanded a certain 
note in the Tract, and showed that the Apostle Paul exercised 
diseipline, and claimed the right of exercising discipline, in 
16 
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churches were there were elders ; the cases recorded being th« 
churches of Corinlh and Ephesus. To this our Rev. opponent 
objects — 1. That it is " remarkable " that only the disciplinary 
acts of Paul are mentioned in Scripture, not those of the other 
Apostles : but is it not just as " remarkable" that, in the Acts, 
after the travels and doings of Paul are fairly introduced to 
notice, almost nothing is said of the travels and doings of the 
rest of the thirteen 1 is it not just as remarkable that Paul fur- 
nishes fourteen epistles, and all the rest only seven ? 2. He objects 
that so few instances of discipline are recorded : but we reply, 
that we must take the record of the Holy Spirit as we find it, 
and make it our authority ; that there are no cases recorded of 
discipline by presbyters; and that we adduced passages in which 
the right to inflict discipline is claimed by an apostle indivi- 
dually, without ituimating the operation or the co-operation- of 
the presbyters concerned ; which passages the reviewer leaves 
unnoticed. 3. He objects that in the cases of discipline exer- 
cised by Paul, Timothy and Titus were present and unnoticed, 
which is so much disparagement of their Episcopal claimsL 
Here also we have an easy reply ; we never said, as the reviewer 
alleges, that Titus was in Corinth or in Ephesus when these acts 
of discipline respectively were inflicted ; neither does he attempt 
to prove it. That Timothy was not in Corinth at that time, or 
not expected to be there, though he had been sent thither, is 
evident from the last chapter of the first epistle — "(/*Timotheu8 
cowe," &c.; and that the discipline mentioned had been inflicted 
at Ephesus before Timothy was placed there, is twice allowed 
by the reviewer himself; the contrary has never been main- 
tained by us ; and Paul speaks of it as a past occurrence in 
writing the first epistle to Timothy; it happened previous to 
the time of Timothy's being put in charge of that diocese. 
How then stand these cases? just as was stated in our Tract 
and Answer. Paul individually inflicts discipline in Corinth 
and Ephesus, though there were elders in both churches, who, 
on the Presbyterian theory, ought to have inflicted it. 4. But it is 
further objected, that they were peculiar c^ses; bodily disease, 
miraculously produced, being part of the penalty; and none but 
the Apostles (the thirteen) having this miraculous power. Such 
we understand to be the reviewer's argument. We tfiink, how- 
ever, it is of. no force. In the case at Corinth, the offender was 
" delivered unto Satan, for the destruction of the flesh ;" but in 
that at Ephesus, the offenders were only " delivered unto 
Satan." Now, as to the " delivery to Satan," it means only 
excommunication — so we think, with many commentators — and 
It certainly need not mean any thing more: as the conversion of 
men, and bringing them into the Church, was " turning them 
from the power of Satan unto God, that they might receive for- 
giveness of sins ;" so when the sins of any one were " retained,** 
and he was excommunicated, he was ejected from the favor of 
God, and given back to Satan. In the Presbyterian Forms of 
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Procei», (1. 15,) one of these very passages is quoted as authority 
for "the highest censure of the Church."* Such was the disci- 
pline in the cases at Ephesus ; and it was the act, not of the 
presbyters, but of an apostle. As to the expression, " the 
destruction of the flesh," some commentators do not interpret it 
of a miraculous infliction; others do: conceding the latter, we 
are to remember that there were "workers of miracles" in 
Corinth; and therefore, if that church or its elders had the 
power of supreme discipline, they could have exercised it even 
with this extraordinary penalty, without the intervention of 
St. Paul ; yet he alone does this act, which proves that supreme 
discipline was not intrusted to either the church or its elders. 
Such was the mode of passing the " highest censure " on the 
offender at Corinth. 

It is further alleged, however, by our Rev. opponent, that in 
the context of one of these passages, (1 Cor. v.) " it is supposed 
that they [the church at Corinth] did themselves usimily exer- 
cise discipline," nay, that Paul " supposes that it ought to have 
been done in this case." To these two allegations we oppose 
the reviewer's own words in the next paragraph but one — " The 
eircurastances of the early churches were such as to make this 

apostolic intervention proper, and even irulispensable In 

most cases their founders were with them but a few weeks.f and 
then left them under the care of elders ordained from among 
tlicmselves. Those elders would be poorly qiuilified to dis- 
charge the functions of their oflice The churches must be 

imperfectly organized; unaccustomed to rigid discipline; ex- 
posed to many temptations ; easily drawn into sin ; and subject 
to great agitation and excitement." Now, if such were the con- 
dition of boih elders and people at Corinth, how could Paul 
have expected them to exercise discipline, either in this aggra> 
vated case, or "usually?" or how can the reviewer imagine 
that Paul looked for their action, when he declares that it was 
morally impossible for them to act ? Nay, if such were " the 
early churches," and their elders, how can he claim any scrip- 
ture whatever for their having discipline intrusted to them ? — 
such a fact would be a final presumptive argument against 
interpreting Scripture to that effect. He pleads, however, the 
clause, "Do not ye judge them that are within" the church? 
So doubtless their elders did in lighter matters, even to the lesser 
excommunication ; but the action of Paul in this case shows 

♦ In the Biblical Refiertory for April, 1835, (p. 232,) we find the same use of the 
stronger of these passages, by the " Antiburgher Synod," in Scotland, — " Accord- 
ingly the sentence of the greater excommunication was, on the 9th August, 
1749, pronounced upon the aforesaid persons; 'casting them out from the comnui- 
nion of the Church of Christ ; delivering them unto Satan, for the destruction 
qftkejlesh,'" &c. When Presbyterians want this passage of Scripture for their own 
purposes, they perceive very readily that it does not relate to a supernatural penalty. 

t At Corinth, Paul " continued a year and six raontlis," and " after this tarried 
there yet a good while." (Acts xviii. 1 1, 18.) 
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that they did not Inflict the greater. The clause, indeed, may 
not refer to official acts, in the Corinthian church, but only to 
the per^o/zoT discountenance of offenders; hence Doddridere 
says, " Do not even you, in your more pHvate capacity, judge 
those that are within ? I have taught you that every private 
Christian should be concerned in his station to maintain the disci- 
pline of the Church of Christ, and to bear his testimony against 
disorderly walkers, which may at present have a place in it." 

So of the case at Thessalonica — "If any man obey not our 
word by this epistle, note that man, and have no company with 
him, that he may be ashamed." Mr. Barnes declares that this 
was a direction to that oJmrch " to exercise discipline." But 
how can he make this appear 1 The natural sense of the words 
is that Christians, in their *' private capacity," should avoid such 
offenders ; it does not extend to official proceedings. He who 
contends for the latter view, must allow also that "the elect 
lady" exercised discipline — " If any man come unto you, and 
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither 
bid him Goo speed." Our Rev. opponent will see that his mode 
of arguing proves too much. He surely does not suppose that 
ecclesiastical discipline was committed to a " lady," or to a 
" lady and her children." 

Tiie reviewer brings into fresh notice the elders of EpheflHS, 
and those addressed by St. Peter, and concludes that ihef 
** were intrusted with the pastoral csive to the fullest extent . . . 
instructing, directing, and governing the^cAr." Who denies 
this ? not we, certainly ; except so far as an appeal to the bt^op 
qualifies the expression *' fullest extent." Neither do " the 
canons of the Episcopal Church." But where does he find that 
elders " ruled " elcters 7 that presbyter-bishops governed presby* 
ter-bishops ? That is tJie point ; and the Non-episcopal world 
has long been challenged, but in vain, to make it good. Bui he 
is unlucky in conceding thus plainly ''^pastoral care to the /ii/(- 
est extent " to the elders of Ephesus : for he says, in the courte 
of a few pages, " In opr Review we showed thai all the facts ta 
the case of the elders at Ephesus are met by the supposition that 
they were riding elders?^ What! Have ruling elders "the 
pastoral care to the fullest extent ?" are they deemed " bisfeope'' 
by the Presbyterians; the Ephesian elders being thus called in 
Acts XX.? — See also the Presbyterian Form of Ckivemoient, 
ch. iii. Of these " bishops " Mr. Barnes says—" There is no 
counsel given them about the proper mode of administering 
the sacraments, ^^ implying that they had not the right to do so ; 
yet of those at Philippi he writes — "The other class, the * bish- 
ops,' constitute the preaching order, or the clergy, those to 
whom were committed the preaching of the word, the adminis- 
tration of the sacraments," &c. What are we to make of these 
contradictory expositions? Is it intended to save the Presbyte- 
rian argument, that there were no " clergy " at Ephesus, onljr 
"ruling elders," when Timothy was placed there? And is it 
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asserted that, though Philippi inchided " a growp of churches,'' 
Ephesus had biR '' one flock," the former in the year 64, U»« 
latter iu 96, to elude the Episcopal argument drawn from " cliu 
angel of the church of Ephesus?" We cannot impute tiic 
unfairness of a covert motive to our Rev. opponent. But we. 
have a right to express our regret, that lie was not more vigilant 
against mistal&es tliat amount to inconsistency. 

He says that ^' no one will pretend that bishops are referred 
to" in the passages, " remember them which have the rule over 
you," " obey them that have the rule over you." This is a mis- 
take as to " one " person at least ; for we made the " assertion," 
in the Tract, (p. 2),) that they referred to " the Episcopal 
ministry : " other writers also take the same view of these pas- 
sages. We even intimated that they amount to a '' commanci " 
to conform to that, the only scriptural mo<lel of the holy office. 
And we now intimate the same of the passage, ^'know them 
which labor among you, and are over you in the Lord" — and 
this we do, though our Rev. opponent thinks " there can he 
do question i' that it is '* applied to presbyters." One reason lie 
will see in the Tract. 

He ^'asks for a solitary passage which directs apostles or 
prelates to administer discipline." If he means to halt at the 
words '' apostles " and '' prelates," he will halt on words only, not 
on things. We call Timothy an apostle, and Timothy and Titus 
prelates; but call them what you will, they individually^ with 
no mention of the elders, are desired to <' administer discipline " 
— yes, frequently, as the Tract fully evinced — '' that thou might- 
est charge some that they teach no other doctrine — against an 
elder receive not [ihou'] an accusation, but before two or three 
witnesses— them that sin, rebuke [thou'\ before all — I charge 
thee^ that thou observe these things — from such turn [thoul 
away, or, such turn [lhou'\ away — whose mouths must be stop- 
ped wherefore, rebuke [lhou'\ them sharply, that they may 

be sound in the faith — rebuke [thoul ^'^^ °^^ authority. Let no 
man despise thee — a man that is a heretic \do thou] reject." 
All these directions to administer discipline are given to indivi- 
dual ministers, over the heads of the elders. Add to these the 
passages in which the actual infliction of discipline, or the 
BIGHT to inflict it, are mentioned, pertaining to apostles and 
other individuals, without reference to elders, as given in our 
Tract and Answer, and the evidence for this feature of Episco- 
pacy will be superabundant. How, in the face of the first por- 
tion of this evidence, that relating to Timothy, besides what 
refers to his right to ordain — how could the reviewer say, that 
" the epistles to Timothy .... contain no description of his o\\ n 
ofllce as a prelate !" they do describe that office — they describe 
it amply and clearly. 

So clear is the testimony of " the writinsfs of Paul " of Tiu»«»- 
thy's "having first received the episc«>pate at EphesuSi"' tiiai 
^usebius— so at least it appears to us— recognis^ai th^t tesii- 
16* 

Digitized by VjOOQIC 



186 REMARKS ON A SECOND RBV1VW OP 

mony. In B. 3, ch. 4, of which the title is, " The first Stteee»* 
sors of the Apostles," he says, " But how mafiy and which of 
these, actuated by a genuine zeal, were judged suitable to 
feed the churches est'ablished by these apostles, it is not easy to 
say, any further than may be gathered from the vmtinga of 
Paul, For he, indeed, had innumerable fellow-laborers, or as 
he himself calls them, fellow-soldiers in the Church. Of these 
the greater part are honored with an indelible remembrance by 
him in his epistles, where he gives a lasting testimony concern-* 
ing them. Luke also, in his Acts, speaking of his friends, men- 
tions them by name. Timothy, indeed, is recorded as having 
first received the episcopate at Ephesus, as Titus also was 
appointed over the churches in Crete." (Cruse's Eusebkis, 
p. 84.) Eusebius speaks of the comparative insufficiency of iiia 
other sources of information on this point, as contrasted with 
"the writings of Paul." Those "writings," then, must have 
been his authority, or at least sustained him, in saying that 
Timothy was set " over " the church at Ephesus—he construed 
them as Episcopalians do. He did the «ame with the sch^ 
tures relating to Titus. 

ITie reviewer still insists that Timothy is not called an " apos- 
tle " in Scripture. What are the fatits ? Paul begins, 1 Tliess., 
in the name of himself, Silvan us, and Timothy— in the second 
chapter he says, " We might have been burdensome to you as 
the apostles of Christ " — and that he does not use the plural 
number in the singular sense, is evident in the next verse but one, 
" we were willing to have imparted unto you our own smds,^^ 
Now, as one man has but one " soul," if Paul were speaking 
of himself only, he would have said " our own soul;" but as he 
uses the plural word " souls," it is clear that he alluded there to 
Silvamis and Timothy with himself. Just as clear, of course, it 
is, that he alluded to all the three in the phrase " apostles of 
Christ" — and thus Silvanus and Timothy are called "apos- 
tles " in Scripture. But the reviewer objects that, in a previous 
verse of the same chapter, Paul speaks of the persecution at 
Philippi—" T£?e were shamefully entreated;" and that as only 
Fdul and Silas were beaten and put in prison, Timothy was not 
with them in that city; and that thus the plural sense of "apos- 
tles" is untenable. We have answered, that Timothy is dedar«d 
to have been with Paul before and after that persecution, 
and that there is no intimation that they were parted in the 
meantime. We further answer—though only Paul and Silas 
were beaten and imprisoned, others then belonged to their 
company, as appears from the expression, " the same followed 
Paul and W5," (Acts xvi. 17,) which implies that besides Silas, 
Luke the writer, and probably others, were in Paul's retinue at 
the time; these were not so severely used; and this destroys 
the ground taken by the reviewer, that Timothy could not 
then have been in Philippi, simply because he did not suffer as 
much as those two. Again : Paul says to the Philippians, of 
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Thnolhy, " Ye know the proof of him, that, as a aon with the 
fother, he hath served with me in the Gospel," (ii. 22 ;) tiiis 
implies that the Philippians had become personally acquainted 
with Timothy, and when he was with them in company with Paul ; 
yet it is not recorded that Paul and Timothy liad been togellier 
at Philippi, except at the lime of, the persecution mentioned ; 
it is only said they were afterward in Macedonia : hence Dod- 
dridge and Macknight agree, that in the verse quoted, Paul 
alludes to Timothy's being in that city at the time mentioned, 
indeed we know of no one, but Mr. Barnes, who denies thia 
fact. That Timothy is left out of sight in some parts of the 
narrative, in Acts xvi. and xvii., may have been owing to his 
youth, and his not being deemed by the persecutors so import- 
ant a person as Paul and Silas; besides their being milder 
with him on account of his Oenlile descent — they "looked 
upon Paul and Silas," says Doddridge, "as much more consi- 
derable than Timothy and Luke." — Hear, on the meaning of the 
word " apostles," the opinion of Macknight : "The apostle and 
his assistants were not influenced by any of those motives 
which actuate impostors. Instead of seeking to make mirsehet 
powerful or rich by ihe Gospel, we never demanded the honor 
of obedience, nor of maintenance, either from yon or from 
others; although we could have been burdensome to you in 
both these respects, as the apostles of Christ. The truth is, as 
apostles^ they had authority from their Master to enjoin their 
disciples what was fit." This he says in the "View" preceding 
the chapter. In the translation he says, " As Christ's messen- 
gers" — so decidedly docs the word a«o<rra>«t apply to all the 
three who join in the epistle. Hear also the opinion of T. Hari- 
well Home: he says, in his Analysis of the Epistle, "The 
character, behavior and views of the first preachers of the Gos- 
pel are an evidence of its truth. The apostles and their assist- 
ants^ by preaching the Gospel, every where brought upon them- 
selves all manner of present evils, without obtaining tlie least 
temporal advantage." Again, " The second argument, taken from 
the character, behavior, and views of its first preachers."^ This 
Divineregards Paul as including his " assistants" with himself, 
through the whole passage in which the word "apostles" is 
found ; it follows, of course, that they also are here called apos- 
tles. Hear, yet further, the opinion of Matthew Henry : he says, 
on this chapter, Paul " could appeal to the Thessalonians, how 
faithfully he, and Silas, and Timotheus . . . .had discharged 
their office" — "He tells them they might have used greater 
authority as apostles?^* We trust we have now settled the two 
points — thai Timothy roas at Philippi, at the period mentioned 
— and that Paul cfoe? call him and Silas "apostles." Some 
other objections in Mr. Barnes' first review had been already 

♦ We add, its authorities for inchiding Timothy and Silvanw under the appel- 
lation "apcstlea," the following— Eetiua, (Po. Syn.) Whitby, J. Brown, of Uad^ 
dingtcm, and A. Clarke. 
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answered in the Protestant Episcopalian for March and Novem- 
her, 1831. On the objection that Paul, in some places, calls 
Timothy only his " brother," we may add, that Peter calls 
Paul " our beloved brother ;" James says to Paul, " Thou seest, 
brother f^ Paul says, '• 1 found not Titus, my brother ;^^ Ana- 
nias says to Paul, already anjapostle, ^''Brother Saul, receive thy 
sight:" this is evidence enough that the appellation does not 
imply, as given to Timothy, that he was not an apostle. 

The chief value of this fact — that Timothy is called an "apos- 
tle" in Scripture — is, its routing finally the Non-episcopal plea, 
that Timothy had superior power at Ephesus merely as an 
"evangelist." An apostle had full power, as such,- and could 
have nothing added to it from having also the latter designa- 
tion. Philip and Timothy are the only individuals to whom 
that designation is applied; and there is no evidence that 
Philip had any special power as an evangelist; neither can 
there be evidence to that effect in the case of Timothy, since his 
apostleship gave him all the power a minister can have. Fare- 
well, then, to this puny argument! Our Rev. opponent had 
too much penetration and accuracy of judgment to make any 
use of it in either of his reviews. 

We may here add, in passing, that the fact of TimothyV 
being an " apostle," shows that he could not have been ordained 
as such " with the laying on of the hands" of a Presbyteriai 
*' presbytery." 

So again : Timothy being an "aposlle," the direction of Paul 
to him — "Tlie things which thou hast heard of me among 
many witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men, who 
shall be able to teach others also," is a "command" to transmit 
the apostolic office. That passage is understood by all the 
commentators now within our reach, of the perpetuation of the 
ministerial office — seeM. Henry, Doddridge, Macknight, Poole's 
Annotations, Hammond — and as the grade of that office held 
by Timothy from Paul was the apostolic, that^ " the same" 
must have been the grade he was to " commit," to transmit for 
the purpose of succession. 

Yet, further: Timothy being an "apostle," and being ," com- 
manded " to transuiit the apostleship to successors, we have 
clear enough evidence of the ministerial grade of the " angel of 
the Church of Ephesus" some thirty years afterward. If he 
was not Timothy the "apostle" himself, he was one of his 
apostolic successors. Such, likewise, of course, were the other 
six " angels." 

These are unavoidable results from the fact that Timothy is 
denominated an "aposlle" by St. Paul. Some of them are 
indeed sufficiently established by the general argument, that 
I'imothy individually held a station in the Church superior to 
that of the presbyter-bishops, and that Paul gives directions 
what such ministers as Timothy are to do "till the appearing of 
Jesus Christ," i. e. till the consummation of things. Add, how- 
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ever, to the general argument this specific one, and the evidence 
for Episcopacy, and the permanence of Episcopacy, is su*ch as 
no talent or zeal can overthrow. 

Our Rev. opponent refers, for the support of part of his 
argument, to Bishop Stillingfleet — forgetlul of the rule, that 
writers who have contradicted themselves are not to be appealed 
to, on either side. Bishop Slillingfleet unsaid, in later life, what 
he had said against Episcopacy in his earlier career. 

As to the supposed break in the chain of the English Episco- 
pal succession, in the cases of Aydan and Finan, we refer the 
Rev. reviewer to a full reply in the Churchman, transferred to 
the Protestant Episcopalian for December, 1834. This objection 
may do for those who are objection-hunters — it is not worthy of 
the notice of our able and candid opponent. He cannot suppose 
that it has any bearing on the questions — Is Episcopacy set forth 
in Scripture ? Is it there set forth as a permanent institution ? 
If these questions be answered in the negative, there is no 
n^ed of seeking a break in the Episcopal succession. If in the 
affirmative, then, indubitably, wc must presume the succession 
good, except where clear evidence exists to the contrary, or at 
least a doubt of overwhelming magnitude. There is, however, 
no sufficient reason to think that the Episcopal succession failed 
in the case of these two persons, and the presumptive argument 
is so entirely against it, that the objcclion is unworthy of notice. 
Successive ordinations must, from the nature of the case, ilepend 
mainly for their evidence on notoriety — for manuscript records 
of such things are liable to mistakes and perversions, and also to 
extinction — *' there are slight raiMakes in the genealogy of our 
Lord, and that of the Jewish priesthood was not uniformly 
perfect" — and in the records of the ordinations of the multitudes 
of bishops that have existed, were they all preserved by suc- 
cessive copies, there would unquestionably be errors innume- 
rable, and now beyond correction. Notoriety, however, is an 
all-sufficient authentication of a matter of fact. And on the 
claims of notoriety, we may safely rest all Episcopal consecra- 
tions in the seventh century. Bede, the historian referred 
to in raising the objection before us, has obviously been mis- 
understood. 

The final topic, in the way of argument, of the reviewer, is 
this — one scriptural example of a Presbyterian •ordination is 
enough to disprove the claim, " that none but prelates ordained" 
— and such an example is given in the text, "Neglect not the gift 
that is in thee, which was given thee by prophecy, whh the laying 
en of the hands of the presbytery." We join issue with him on 
this text, and will go again, and some\uliat more largely, into the 
argument concerning it. 

We stated in the Tract, that it was allowed on all hands that 
the Apostles ordained. We showed also, that Timothy and 
Titus had the ordaining power. So far, we believe, there is no 
question: this point is clear. We argued likewise, that it is 
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not clear tliat presbyters ordained ; on the contrary, they were 
omitted in the directions for performing that duty ; and therefore 
the Apostles and Timothy and Titus ordained in virtue of a 
rigliX which it could not be pn>ved that presbyters possessed — ^ 
in other words, they ordained in virtue of tlieir being a grade of 
ministers superior to presbyters, or different from them, if the 
word 'superior' be disliiced. 

How did we show that the text quoted is not a dear record of 
a Presbyterian ordination? We did it by presenting several 
considerations, which, at the lowest estimate, make this con- 
struction of the passage doubtful ; and which, fairly weighed, 
cancel the whole claim thus built on it. Some of these we here 
repeal, and add further arguments to the same effect. 

1. It cannot be proved that the passage refers to ordination of 
any kind. A gift, x«p«<^f««» given by prophecy, may justly be 
regarded as some extraordinary spiritual endowment; and it i«. 
so regarded by varrous commentators. Or, the " prophecy" here 
mentioned, and the laying on of hands, may be held analogous 
to the inspired separation of Barnabas and Paul, who were 
apostles already, to a particular sphere of apostolic duty, which 
was done by "prophets;" (Acts xiii;) and thus Timothy had his 
"charge" at Ephesus "committed unto him according to i\ie 
prophecies which went before on him." Neither of these expo- 
sitions is strained ; they both are natural. The latter of them, 
we fully believe, would be assigned by a commentator whose 
mind was not pre-occu|)ied with questions concerning ordination, 
and who would make the sole rule of his interpretation the 
'•comparing Scripture with Scripture." It is dovhtJxU then, 
reasonably doubtful, whether the text refers to ordination at all. 
And here we make our stand— though we carry onward the 
argument, for the sake of those who do not agree with us, 

2. Conceding, for the purpose of further investigation, that 
Timothy's ordination is here referred to, it is not clear that the 
word translated "presbytery" means a body of ordainers — it 
may mean * presbytership,' the ministerial ojfice — with the laying 
on of hands for conferring the presbytership — and, under that 
construction, the passage does not say whose hands were laid on 
Timothy for this purpose. For this meaning of the word we 
adduced the auUiority of Jerome, Ambrose, Calvin, and Grotius.* 
Are not such authorities sufficient to render doubtful the alliisiofi 
of the passage to ordination by presbyters? And what does 
Mr. Barnes oppose to this argument and its authority ? — 1. That 
it makes Timothy an elder, and so not an apostle ; which is just 
as conclusive as to say that Peter and John, being called "elderfs" 
could not have been apostles. 2. That the word in question 
means a body of elders in two other places ; so it does, and yet may 

* Poole says, in his Synopsis — "Ita vocpm banc accipiant Hiei-on. Amh. Graeci 
in Cone. Nicen. can. 2. Ancyr. can. 18. Euseb. ti Soc" Surely tlie word i« nci^ 
as Mr. B. alleges, ** fixed in'its meaning, in the usage of the Church :" even if it 
wer^ does church usage contrc^ the interpretation of Scripture? 
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nMan only the clerical office here. 3. That Suicer, qiKHirif from 
Theodoret, Chrysoslom, Theophylact, and Ignatius, gives the 
word the sense of a "college of presbyters:" we have not Siiicer 
at hand, but are very sure that not one of his quotations can refer 
lo ordinations by mere presbyters ; we are sure also, that if he 
quotes Jerome and Ambrose fully, he must give the sense of 
" presby tership" to the Greek word. 4. Tliat Grotius, in recog- 
nising this latter sense of the word, speaks of the presbyters 
laying on hands with the princeps of their bt)dy ; and that Calvin, 
in his commentary, interprets the word of " the college of pres- 
byters :" hut surely these replies leave the whole matter in even 
greater doubt: Grotius, though he mentions the presbyters' 
laying on hands, declines adducing the text before us' as a proof 
of their right to do so, because its meaning is uncertain ; and 
Calvin gives one meaning to xptvfivrs^v in his Institutes, (for 
which, says Dr. Miller, he deserves nothing but ridicule !) and 
in his Commentary, a later production, he pr*efers the other 
meaning — only prefers it — for he adds, "Although, all things 
considered, I confess a different sense answers not badly, that it 
should be the name of qgfice^^ — now, what but dotibty increased 
[may we not say, irremediable] doubt, can result from the hesita- 
tion of these learned men concerning the meaning of the word ! 
Such is the predicament in which the highest Presbyterian 
authority, to say nothing of the other authorities mentioned, 
leaves the only text which Mr. Barnes adduces for his cause, the 
"solitary text," the "lonely Scripture proof!" 

3. Granting, yet further, that the word should be "presbytery," 
and that it means a body of " elders,'' it still is not clear that 
presbyter-bishops, or they only, were meant. Two of the 
Apostles call themselves elders — and thus the "presbytery" 
may have consisted of apostles only : and Paul and Silas, both 
apostles, were at Lystra, when Paul took Timothy " with him." 
Again: Paul speaks of the gift which was in Timothy by the 
laying oa of his hands ; and the sartie arguments which make the 
other passage apply to ordination, will unavoidably make this 
also : hence, if an ordination was meant, Paul must have officiat- 
ed at it, whoever else did ; and thus the act was an apostolical 
one, and the transaction affords no proof that presbyters aione 
can ordain. More doubt then, as we proceed, is gathered round 
the Prefsbyterian exposition of this passage — and this doubt is 
fairly and honestly adduced ; it arises, not by conjuration, but 
naturally and inevitably. 

4. If it be said that the " elders" in this supposed ordaining^ 
«^ presbytery" are to be regarded as of the specific kind, presby- 
ter-bishops or pastors — that this meaning of the word has the 
preference by the laws of language,— -we reply, besides reter- 
ring to our Tract, that our Presbyterian friends have cut them- 
selves off from taking advantage of this argument, by putting 
two kinds of elders into their " presbyteries," the specific kind, 
and the ruling-elder kind ; and so we may unite the apostolic 
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sort and the presbyter sort in such a body. Their Form of 
Government says, " A presbytery consists of all the ministers, 
and one ruling' elder from each congregation, within a certain 
district" — and at the ordination of a pastor, "the presbytery" 
is to be " convened," and is to " lay on hands." 

6. From this it appears that the lay elders are to join in the 
imposition of hands. Not having witnessed a Presbyterian ordi- 
nation, we know not what is the practice; but such is the 
Hiithenticated direction, and if it be not fulfilled, the ordination 
is not by the presbytery of their own defining. Do the lay 
elders, in this act, unite in conferrinff the pastoral commission 1 
or do they only give consent to whU is done by the ordainers 
proper 1 The former they cannot do— not being ministei-s them- 
selves, they cannot make other men ministers. The latter then 
is the function assigned to them — they give consent; the ordi- 
nation is "by" the laying on of the hands of the pastoral 
elders, (strictly of the " presiding" one,) and " with" the lay- 
ing on of the hands of the lay elders. Here is a distinction 
between by and with, quite independent of the " learned criti- 
cism" that has been bestowed on the Greek words; and we 
may avail ourselves of it, in discussin? the theory of Timothy's 
being ordained by the laying on of Paul's hands, and with the 
laying on of the hands of the presbytery. In doing so, we 
take the authority of the rules oi the Presbyterian Church, 
whether their practice conforms to them or not. If they deny 
our construction of their rules, they make two kinds of presbyte- 
ries — and then, what results but further c/ow6/ concerning " pres- 
bytery " in the passage before us ? — they define a presbytery, 
and then depart from their own definition — which of the two 
kinds is the scriptural one ? which has scriptural authorfty ? 

fSince writing the last paragraph, we have consuked Buck's 
Dictionary, and find that in the Church of Scotland, the pastoral 
aro distinguished from the ruling elders in two particulars — 
they only lay on hands in ordaining pastors — and the presiding 
oflScer of tln^ presbytery is chosen from among them. We 
have made inquiries also concerning the practice in Presbyte- 
rian ordinations in this country, and learn that the ruling elders 
do not impose hands with the pastors — though the opir.ion is 
not unsupported, that they ought to do so. On this evidence, 
combined with that of the Presbyterian standards, we offer the 
following remarks : 1. If the *' presbytery " of the standards is 
the same as that supposed to be mentioned in the epistle to 
Timothy, then the lay, as well as the pastoral elders, ought to 
lay on hands. Yet in fact they do not. Of coiyse, under this 
construction, Presbyterian ordinations are not scriptural. 2. If 
th^" presbytery " of the standards is not that of Paul's epistle, 
then the Presbyterians have not a scriptural church govern- 
ment: for no other Christian presbytery is mentioned in the 
New Testament. , And further, they make, under one name, 
two ecclesiastical bodies ; the one for governing, which is not 
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found ia Scripture, but only in their standards ; the other (ok 
ordaining, said by them to be in Scripture; while yet iUis ^aif 
u unsaid by the fact that not this, but only the other presbytery 
is found in their standards. That their presbytery ought tti 
include ruling elders, they cannot deny, since their standards so 
declare: yet that the scriptural presbytery included them ihey 
cannot affirm, for their practice presumes it did not. What — 
with Scripture alleged on one hand, and the General Assembly 
speaking clearly on the other — what is the " presbytery ? '' 
Can any thorough Presbyterian tell us, without risk from one 
or the other of the horns of this dilemma 7 We think not — all i» 
dovht on that subject. 3. If the nature of things be appealed to, 
and it be s^id that ruling elders cannot belong to an ordaining 
presbytery, because they cannot confer an office which them- 
selves do not possess, then we ask. Why are they put into the 
presbytery at all? Why is there any other than an ordaining 
presbytery? Why has the General Assembly made no such 
ordaining presbytery as is contended for? Scripture having 
sanctioned, as interpreted by Presbyterians, a presbytery of 
pastors only, and only for " laying on of hands," where is the 
scriptural authority for a governing presbytery, and for its 
comprising ruling elders ? 4. We have further to say, that if, on 
Presbyterian principles, the ruling elders ought to lay on hands 
with the pastors, — if this opinion has a claim to be included in 
the argument before us, it pleads, of course, the Scripture men- 
tioned for its support; and then, on that theory, the actual 
ordinations of Presbyterians are unscriptural, as well as con- 
trary to their own Form of Government — the latter defect 
making them uncanonical, the General Assembly being tba 
judge, and the former making them void. 

The General Assembly declares that ordination is to be 
" with the laying on of the hands of the presbytery, according^ 
to the apostolic example;" it declares the "presbytery," the 
only one it defines, to include ruling elders; these, therefore^, 
to conform to " the apostolic example," ought to lay on hands, 
but they do not; therefore, by Us own showing, the ordina-* 
tions in the communion of the General Assembly, are not 
" according to the apostolic example."] 

6. To estimate the magnitude of the doubtfulness of the 
Presbyterian construction of the text before us> referring^ as 
they say, to the ordination of Timothy, we must look to expo- 
sitors of good character, and see how they interpret both that 
gassage, and whatever of Scripture may bear on the point of 
is ordination. Some, of course, give the usual Presbyterian 
expositions. But while many others, of high authority, present 
different views of the matter, we must hold the topic to be^ 
overshadowed with too much doubt to be availing in behalf el 
the Non-episcopal scheme. 

Jerome and Ambrose, Eusebius and Socrates, Nice and An. 
cyra— these, says Poole, declare that office was meant in the 
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words, "laying on of the hands rov wpeafivrtpiovj^ So likewise do 
Lyra and others. (See Leigh.) 

Grotius says, he does not " dare" to adduce those words for 
the imposition, in ordination, of the hands of presbyters. 

Calvin "halts," at the least, "between the two opinions" — 
that the words refer to presbyters — and that they refer to 
presbytership. 

T. Scott, also, though he thinks a body of presbyters is 
meant, adds, " Or the ministerial office itself may be intended." 

Poole's Annotations — argues — Neglect neither the abilitiet 
nor the office — "remember that they were given thee by the 
revelation of the Divine will, or by the extraordinary influence 
of the Spirit of God, and the laying on of hands of the presby- 
tery was a declaration of it." In other words, the whole 
transaction was a "supernatural" one; and the act of the 
presbytery "declaring" it, was of course supernatural or in- 
spired. Is such a proceeding an ordination ? is it, by any con- 
struction, a basis for an ordination of the ordinary kind ? 

Doddridge (on Acts xvi. 3,) says, that after circumcising 
Timothy, at Lystra, ^^ Paul laid his hands upon him, and set 
him apart to the ministerial office, conferring upon him extraor- 
dinary gifts, (2 Tim. i. 6,) which were attended with prophe- 
cies of his eminent future usefulness. (1 Tim. i. 18; iv. 14.") 
Whether Doddridge speaks in another to7iey in his remarks on 

1 Tim. iv. 14, and 2 Tim. i. 6, we do not inquire. We use his 
authority for doubts only in the case — if it amounts to contra- 
diction, so much more is the Presbyterian plea doubtful. 

Macknight says, on the text in dispute — "The word xopca/ia 
commonly denotes the spiritual gifts conferred on believers in 
the first age, whether by an immediate illapse of the Holy Ghost, 
or by the imposition of the Apostles* hands :" by *' spiritual gifts" 
he means miraculous powers; and he ascribes the endowment 
to the hands of " apostles." He adds, " Since it appears from 

2 Tim. i. 6, that the Apostle by the imposition oi his own hands 
conferred on Timothy the spiritual gift here mentioned, we must 
suppose that the eldership at Lystra laid their hands on him 
ordy to show their concurrence with the Apostle in setting 
Timothy apart to the ministry by prayer ; in the same manner 
as the prophets at Antioch,by the command of the Holy Ghost, 
separated Paul and Barnabas by prayer to the work to which 
they were appointed." Dr. Macknight, it seems, does not speak 
so slightingly of "concurrence" as the reviewer does — "for con- 
currence, for form, for nothing ! " A very short argument— but 
a very brittle one ! 

Adam Clarke, who thinks that both gifts and office are referred 
to in the passage before us, says there were two impositions of 
hands on Timothy, though on the same occasion ; that byTaul, 
and that by the "presbytery." On this construction, a presby- 
tery ought not to lay on hands, unless there be an apo.stle present 
to do the same act, either before or after theirs is performed. 
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Some Presbyterians, as Dr. Campbell and Dr. Wilson, reject 
the class of ruling-elders, and deem a "presbytery" to be 
formed without them. Others, "as Calvin and Dr. Miller, are 
strenuous advocates for that office, and make them an integral 
part of the "presbytery;" as does also the Presbyterian Church 
in this country. Now, who can say, in such a disagreement of 
great divines— who can say, with reasonable certainty, or with 
sufficient probability, how, on Non-episcopal principles, the 
"presbyter/" of the text before us must have been constituted ? 

Again : Some writers, our Rev. opponent for example, say 
that Paul belonged to this " presbytery," or took part with them 
in the ordination. Others, as Matthew Henry, say that the 
" presbytery" alone ordained, and that Paul did not belong to it, 
but gave only an extraordinary spiritual gift by the imposition of 
his hands. What are we to make of a "presbytery" of which 
such contradictory notions are entertained ? 

Other Presbyterian writers, as the late Dr. Wilson, are of 
opinion that in the very outset of the Church, there were no 
ordained ministers, but only apostles, evangelists, prophets, &c., 
endowed with extraordinary gifts. In conformity with this 
theory, Dr. Wilson doubts whether the verse before us alludes 
to ordination, (p. 273.) 

Add to these Presbyterian or Non-episcopal sources of doubt 
concerning the meaning of this word and the passage containing 
it — all our modern quotations but one are from that side of the 
question — add to them the many Episcopal writers who regard 
the "presbytery" as having consisted of apostles, of bishops 
proper, or of elders with one or more apostles — or, wno hold 
that Paul alone ordained, while the elders merely gave consent 
— or, who do not allow that this laying on of hands was for 
ordination — add Ignatius, who says, (Phil. 5,) " fleeing to the 
Apostles as to the presbytery of the Church," showing that the 
word in dispute may be applied to a body of apostles only — add 
Chrysostom, who says, on the passage, " by eldership (pres- 
bytery) he means not presbyters, but bishops, for presbyters did 
not ordain bishops" — add Theodoret, who says that the minis- 
ters who with Paul consecrated Timothy were " those who were 
vouchsafed the favor to be apostles," or the gift of the apostleship 
— add, if we may go to later fathers, (Ecumenius and Theopiiy- 
lact, who say, " presbytery, that is bishops " *^ — add all these 
further sources of doubt, and what but doubt can be made of the 
" solitary text !" (See further the note below.f) 

♦ The three last auotations are taken from Hammond on Acts xi. 30. 

t We add, in fiill, the remarks on UpM^vrsptov from the Critica Sacra of Sir 
Edward Leigh : He was, says Lempriere, "a member of the Long Parliament, and 
of the Assembly of Divines, and also a parliamentary general :" he dedicates Urn 
work to the Westminster Assembly of Divines. He tlius writes on tJie word, — 
"npeo)3on^iov, Seniorum ordo, Preshyterium. It signiiielh a company of elders, 
PresbyUrium in Latin is used bv Cypriai», lib. 3. epiat. 11. and /. 2. epiat. 8 and 10, 
for a consistory of pld.^r?. 1 Tim. iv. 14. [Vide Bez:«.] It doth signify (saitb 
one) not only a company of presbyters, but also the office and function of a presbyter. 
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7. Let the only scriptural illastrations of the word " presby- 
tery" be taken inlo consideration. It occurs three times in the 
New Testament ; and in both the cases besides the one before us, 
it is applied to the Jewish elders or rulers—" The presbytery or 
the people, and the chief priests, and the scribes came together," 
(Luke xxii. 66;) " Tlie high priest doth bear me witness, and all 
the presbytery." (Acts xxii. 5.) The Jewish presbytery was 
"a body distinguished from the priests," says Dr. Miller : laymen 
belonged to it — perhaps it was made up of laymen. What then 
was the Christian presbytery meniioned by Paul ? was it clerical, 
or lay, or a mixture? Scripture decides not. If the Jewish 
presbytery was " distinguished from the priesthood," is it not a 
fair inference, that the Christian presbytery was * distinguished 
from the ministry?' and then, if the passage be relied on for the 
authority to ordain, the Independents triumph over the Presby- 
terians. If the word "presbyter," as occurring in Scripture, 
be brought to the aid of liie word " presbytery," then a seal in 
that body is given to apostles, to presbyter-bishops, to deacons 
probably, and some say to ruling elders; while yet Scripture 
does not declare whether only one or more, or all these kinds of 
presbyters, were necessary to constitute the body — it leaves the 



Hieronymns, Ambrosius, Primasius, Haimo, Lyranus dicunt, Presbyterium hie est 
dignitaa vel officium Presbyterii : qiiibus et Calvinus adstipalatur. Chryaoetomua, 
et Tlieodoretua, et qui hoium vestigiis institerunt, CEcnmenius ac Tiieophylactui^ 
per Presbyterium non nisi episcopos [none but bishops] intelligunU Ituque si dcmua 
(inKfuit Scultetns in locum) irpeafivTcpiov hie coetum seniorum significare, erunt 
seuiores illi, Apostoli, EvangelistcR, Prophets, et Ixxii. discipuli, quos ScrfpturaB 
docentde Presbyteriis fuisse in prima ecclesia ; non laid seniores, quorum scriptara 
Buaquam memiuit, et qui hoc ipso loco a presbyterio, velut ex professo, excloduntur. 
Presbvterium enin» hoc inunus minLstris ordinandis imposuit Nulli autem laicorum 
seniorum manus ministris impoftuerunl : Hoc postremo habendum; solos pastores 
manus impoBuisse ministris, Calvinus, li. 4. Instit. ca. 3. So Jerome and Anselm 
expound Presbyterium by Presbyteratus^ or Episcopatus, that is, the f^ice of a 
priest or bishop : and Lyra,Pre8bytcrium est dignitas vel officium presbyter!. Yea, 
their own Rhemists confess so much, in that they translate the word presbyterium 
in this place, priesthood, which doth not signify a company of priests, but the qffic^ 
and order of a priest. Yet otheni seem to be of a contrary opinion." — Here, surely, 
is an unexceptionable witness ; he was ** learned," he was " a violent Presbyterian,*' 
and both politically and ecclesiastically connected with the interests of that denomi- 
nation. What says he of the doubtful word 1 it means 'seniorum ordo,' Uie degree 
or order of elders, as well as a ' compuny ' of them ; and he gives as fuil authority, 
at least, for the former sense, as for the latter. It means also the qjfice of a bi»hop^ 
and a body of bishops ; good authorities being adduced for these significations alaa 
What, now, roust we think of Dr. Miller, wlien he says that Calvin, for interpr^inir 
the word of office, "deserves notliing but ridiculed" (p. 58. \st edit.) What shaU 
we think of Mr. Barnes, when he says, "The word iajixed in its meaning, ia 
the usage of the Church 1" If ever there was a woVd pre eminently not fixed in ita 
meaning, Tpto0vreaiov is such a word. Nay, we may affirm that its meanhiff 
cannot now be fixed— for the authority for each of the several meanings presented 
in this extract, is too good to be set aside, and neither of them can be preferred, 
without the shedding of new light on the subject The Presbyterian construction 
has only the mer^'st chance of bein^ the true one. For ourselves, we prefer the 
analogy of the '- transaction " in this passage with that in Acts xiii. : this scriptural 
analog appears to us stronger than all the arguments adduced for the othar ixaat' 
pretauons. 
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text^ the " lonely" text, to the conflicting claims of Episcopa- 
lians, Presbyterians, and tiie advocates of lay ordination. 

Such, upon all these considerations, is the hopeless predica- 
ment of the passage before us. 

Yet on such a text Mr. Barnes rests* his argument for the 
scriptural authority of Presbyterian ordination ; on this text 
alone, for he does not support it, on the point of ordination, by 
any other scriptures. Nay, we see not that he has any scrip- 
tures to support it with ; for, in his first Review, he acknowledges 
that " the transaction at Antioch was not a Presbyterian ordina- 
tion ;" and if he go to the cases of Matthias, the seven deacons, 
and the "elders in every church," he will find them all the work 
of apostles, not of elders. In this one passage then, "the laying 
on of the hands of the presbytery," we have not merely the 
only passage he offers, but th^ only one he can offer. W ill he 
tell us then what rpetr^vrepiov in this passage means? will he tell 
us, on such principles and on such authority as will scatter 
reasonable doubt, and compel the acquiescence of all candid and 
honest minds ? No, he cannot. The grounds of uncertainty, as 
to its meaning, are too numerous, too rife even in his own 
denomination, to admit of a concentration of opinion on the 
Presbyterian sense, or indeed on any one sense, of that Greek 
word. We are right therefore, in deeming it to have referred 
to an inspired transaction, which affords no rule of conduct to 
uninspired agents. 

Compare with these "shadows, clouds, and darkness," the 
Episcopal argument. That the Apostles ordained, all agree* 
That Timothy and Titus had the power to ordain, all agree. 
That the two latter had this power individually is clear, if proof 
to the contrary be not shown, for the epistles are directed to 
them individually. What is the proof to the contrary ? Nothing 
positive any where — nothing by inference in the epistle to 
Titus — and in those to Timothy, nothing but the very passage 
we have had before us, the meaning of which even Presbyterians 
cannot decide, and which of course affords no availing inference 
whatever. Timothy and Titus then had the ordaining power 
individually. Timothy was to have it " till the appearing of our 
Lord Jesus Christ," the end of the world ; that is, such minis- 
ters as Timothy were to be perpetuated while the earthly Church 
should endure — what he had received of Paul was to be " com- 
mitted to faithful men" successively. Is there any flaw in this 
chain of proofs ? do any reasonable doubts obscure this argument 
from Scripture? No : we aver it to be as clear as any matter of 
doctrine or discipline drawn from that holy volume. This is 
enough for an inductive proof of Episcopal ordination. 

Add to it the total want of proof of Presbyterian ordination. 
Where shall any proof of it be found ? In the " transaction at 
Antioch ?" Mr. Barnes gives it up ; the late Dr. Wilson gave it 
up ; Dr. Miller, if we understand his late Tract, (p. 12, 54,) gives 
it up : the Review of our Tract in the Biblical Repertory is 
17* 
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silent concerning the paragraphs on that " transaction " which 
appeared to Mr. Barnes so ** conclusive." Will proof be sought 
in the passage ** laying on of the hands of the presbytery?" it 
cannot be done, till it, be determined what the passage means. 
Will it be looked for iii the fact that a " plurality" (we take this 
word from Dr. Miller) ordained ? the answer is, that in every 
recorded case of that sort, the ordainers were apostles, not mere 
presbyters.* This is cUl the scriptural proof, we believe, that 
Non-episcopalians claim for their ordinations : and what does it 
amount to? precisely nothing — their proof is no proof. 

The result is, ihat Episcopal ordination has the clear authority 
of Scripture, and that Presbyterian ordination has no scriptural 
authority whatever. 

Because our Rev. reviewer finds no mention of persons in the 
apostohcal or Episcopal grade of ilffe ministry, in the epistles to 
the Philtppians and the Thessalonians, he concludes that those 
churches, or "groups" of churches, were organized without 
them, under presbyter-bisliops only. He might as well argue, 
that, because no ministers of any kind (except false teachers) 
are mentioned in the first epistle of John, the Christians for 
whom it was intended had none. Besides, there are those 
who think the Philippians had an apostle, Epaphroditus — and 
who include such an officer among those in the Church at 
Thessalonica who were "over them in the Lord." But we may 
grant the reviewer all he asks, and he will yet gain nothing. It 
is not inconsistent with the Episcopal scheme that new churches, 
or districts of churches, be for awhile without bishops; all our 
churches in this country were \vithout them till after the Revolu- 
tion, their connexion with the bishop of London being little 
more than nominal, and without ecclesiastical authorization ; 
and in several of our new Slates and Territories now, there are 
churches without bishops, not being numerous enough, as yet, 
to elect canonically such officers. Such districts have only, like 
the "group" of churches in or near Philippi, according to the 
reviewer, presbyter-bishops and deacons. They will obtain 
each an apostle-bishop in due season, however, as Philippi 
unquestionably did, if without one at the tim^ the epistle was 
written. 

And as to the alleged incongruity of elders, the " presb3rtery," 
" designating the bishop of Ephesus to his field of labor," what 
force is there in the objection ? Do not Presbyterian laity desig- 
nate, in the first instance, to his field of labor, a pastor elect, or 
a pastor ordained coming from some other parish or situation ? 
Do not our "elders and brethren," in convention, do the same 
for a bishop elect? Nay, our "elders and brethren" in Illinois 
have " appointed," have " designated to his field of labor," a 



* If these parts of Scripture are to be employed against as, it shoold be to the 
point that a "plurality " of bishops ought to aa ia all onUnations. Our re^y would 
then be, that Timothy aod Titus, individuaUy, had the ordr*»vn^. power 
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bishop consecrated — Bishop Chase. And in England, ivhere 
translations are allowed, the "brethren and elders," the king 
and tlie dean and chapter, are continually thus "designating'* 
consecrated bishops to fields in whicli they did not labor before. 

We have now answered all that we deem material in the 
argument of our estimable opponent. And we will not deem 
him less estimable for an inadvertence into which he has fallen 
at the close of his work. When we quoted an encomium on 
our Church from his first review, we omflted his kind hope 
that she would be "the warm friend oi revivals^ and would con- 
secrate her wealth and power to the work of a perpetual aggres- 
sion on the territories of sin and death." The reviewer inti- 
mates that this omission of ours "evinced a degree of coldness 
toward the great work of converting the world," and that we were 
" alarmed at the word revivals." Now, we submit to the better 
judgment of our Rev. friend, whether he has not transcended 
Ills fair rights — whether our omission ordy of certain topics is 
justly construed into an aversion to them — whether a coniro- 
vertist has the privilege of calling out his opponent on subjects 
foreign t-o the debate, and of which he says nothing — in short, 
whether this is not an "extraneous consideration," and one 
peculiarly improper, as having an ad captandum appearance, 
in a discussion on the scriptural arguments concerning Episco- 
pacy 7 Our opinions on the subject of " converting the world " 
nave been published, and pretty widely circulated. And when 
the word " revivals" shall be authoritatively defined, we will 
say whether we are friendly to them or not. At present, the 
term includes proceedings of the most unruly and fanatical 
sort, as well as the periods of a gentler movement in piety, 
which never, we believe, had this name till of late years. And 
until the former are wholly discarded from the current defini- 
tion, we cannot sanction the word "revivals." We are sure 
our Rev. friend will see that he has obliged us to make a gra- 
tuitous explanation. 

But we consign this mistake to oblivion, and assure him of 
otir high estimate of his piety, talents, and honorable principles. 
That his reviews have not been more successful, is owing to 
the infelicity of the cause they would support — infelicity, we 
say, for we believe that in the controversies on the constitu- 
tion of the ministry. Episcopalians have invariably been the 
gainers. 

H. U. O. 

P. S. — We find that the Biblical Repertory joins Mr. Barnes 
in the opinion that Timothy was not at Philippi at the time of 
the per.Mecution. Beyond these two writers, we know of none 
who even intimate such a view of the case. 

H. U. O. 
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from the Biblical Repertory. 

REVIEW. 



*1Bpi8COpict Testrd by Scripture. By the Right Rev. Benry V.Ondcr* 
donk, D. D.J Assistant Bishop qf the Protestant Episcopal Ch urch in 
the Commonwealth qf Pennsylvania. 12mo. pp. 46. 1831. 

We think some apology to our readers will be considered as 

S roper, not for being so tardy in our notice of this pamphlet, 
lit for noticing it at all. It is not customary, we suppose, to 
review "Tracts;" not merely because of their number, and their 
diminntiTe and fugitive character; but also because, when they 
are decisively sectarian in their nature, they are regarded as 
meant for circulation only among the members of the particular 
sect for whose benefit they are intended. The history of this 
Tract, however, is somewhat peculiar. It was first published as 
an article in a periodical entitled, the " Protestant Episcopalian," 
without a name. Soon afterward a large number of extra 
copies were stricken ofif from the press of that work, and extcQ'^ 
sively circulated ; but still without a name. In this form, copy 
after copy was sent to us by mail, which convinced us that 
something more was intended than to inform and satisfy Epis- 
copalians. In a short time it came forth from the Protestant 
Episcopal Press in New-York« as a formal tract, with the name 
of the writer; and was soon followed by intimations from 
Tarious quarters, that it was deemed conclusively to establish 
the divine right of Episcopacy ; nay, that it was unanswerable. 
The whole Presbyterian Chuirch, in no very indirect form, wi« 
challenged to reply. At length something like a tone of exult* 
ing sarcasm was publicly indulged. An answer was again and 
again called for, accompanied with more than insinuations that 
the silence of Presbyterians in regard to this Tract, must be 
interpreted as a virtual acknowledgment that they felt them^ 
selves refuted and overcome. 

On the undignified and offensive aspect of this conduct, we 
do not think proper to multiply remarks. Such* puerile exulta* 
tion is the language of weakness, not of strength. It is very 
evident that those who indulged it were acquainted with only 
one side of the controversy. We are far, however, from ascrib- 
ing'this conduct to Bishop Onderdonk himself. We have no 
doubt he would disdain it. 

The simple truth is, that we never gave this Tract even a 
cursory perusal, until within the last twenty-four hours. Al- 
though copy after copy was poured upon us by the mail, in all 
the stages of its publication ; yet, after glancing at a page here 

( 200 ) 
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and there, to the amount of a fourth, or, at most, a third part of 
its contents, and finding not a thought or an illustration with 
which we had not been made familiar by other writers, we 
closed the pamphlet under the deliberate impression that it did 
not call for any public notice. It never occurred to us as possible 
that any well-informed Presbyterian or Episcopalian could con- 
sider this manual as placing the claims of prelacy on any other 
or firmer ground than that on which it was regarded as resting 
before. And, as we had repeatedly said in preceding numbers 
of our work, what we thought sufficient to discredit these claims, 
with all impartial readers, we felt no disposition* to renew a 
controversy on which we thought enough* had been written; 
especially when so many other subjects more nearly connected 
with the best interests of society, and the salvation of the soul, 
were urgently pressed upon our attention, and more than suffi- 
cient to fill our pages. 

These, most candidly, are our reasons for not having before 
taken any public notice of this manual. And our general esti- 
mate of its character would dispose us still to be silent. But as 
the voice of exultation over its supposed unanswerable charac- 
ter seems to be, in the Episcopal camp, waxing louder and 
louder ; and as it is possible that some of our less-informed , 
friends may misapprehend the reason of our silence, we have 
resolved to offer a few cursory remarks on the boasted produc- 
tion before us. 

And in the outset, we think proper to say, that, although the 
style of this Tract is, in general, circuitous,' heavy and feeble ; — 
and although a single thought is not recognised in the whole, 
which has not been, to say the least, quite as clearly and forci- 
bly presented by preceding writers ; yet it possesses so ne 
characteristics which are worthy of high commendation. Tiie 
author has avoided all indecorum and severity of remark. He 
writes like a scholar and a gentleman. He has resorted to no 
unbecoming language, or disingenuous arts. Every thing be- 
speaks a writer at home in his subject; qualified to arrange with 
some degree of skill the old and common-place matter which he 
presents; and disposed to maintain his cause by fair reasoning, 
as he understands it, rather than by denunciation or acrimony. 
In these respects the manual before us is worthy of much 
praise. If all writers in favor of prelacy had maintained an 
equally inoffensive and respectful manner, it would have formed 
a much less revolting page than it does, in the history of eccle- 
Mastical polemics. 

If there be a feature in this Tract which partakes in any 
measure of novelty, it is that the author should be willing to 
bring Episcopacy to the " test of Scripture." His predeces- 
sors have seldom ventured to risk this. It has generally been 
their policy to pass in a very cursory manner over the testimony 
drawn from the inspired writings, and to place their chief reli- 
ance on that of the " fathers." And even when the question 
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Vfoa asked, ^Whai saith the Scripture?'' it was seldom th« 
inspired oracle cdane that was consulted ; but Scripture inter* 
preted, commented upon, and modified by human authority. 
VVe are glad to see the appeal made, and for once, professedly 
confined to the Word of God. When fairly brought to this test, 
we cannot doubt the issue among all impartial judges. We are 
not merely willing, then, but insist that the whole subject shall 
be brought and decided before this tribunal. The Bible con- 
tains the religioufof Protestants. It is the only infallible rule of 
faith and practice. By this great rule we must try the fathers 
themselves. And whatever, in their writings, is not supported 
by the Bible, we are bound to reject without hesitation. 

Before Bishop Onderdonk proceeds to array in form the 
testimony of Scripture in favor of Episcopacy, he attempts to 
dispose of what he calls certain " extraneous questions and 
difficulties, and to show either their fallacy or irrelevancy." We 
are quite willing that these "questions and difficulties" should 
be, for the present, put out of view. Not because we think 
them really either irrelevant or unimportant ; but because we 
do not think them essential; and because we are disposed to 
disembarrass the main question as much as possible, and to 
..keep the mind of every reader firmly fixed on the position of 
the writer before us, that Episcopacy is tauffht in the Bible. 
To this position, therefore, let us address ourselves with all 
candor and impartiality. 

Bishop Onderdonk, then, maintains, that the Gospel ministry 
was, by Divine authority, " established in three orders, called^ 
ever since the apostolic age, bishops, presbyters or elders, and 
deacons ; of which the highest only — that is, bishops — has a 
right to ordain and confirm," &c. In opposition to this claim, 
Presbyterians maintain, that, by Divine authority, the Gospel 
ministry was established in a single order ; that all ministers in 
the apostolic Church, who were authorized to preach the Gos- 
pel, and administer the Christian sacraments, were empowered 
to perform the highest functions of the sacred office. We dififer, 
then, in regard to the Christian minfstry, in two respects, front 
our Episcopal brethren. In the^r*^ place, we confidently deny- 
that there is the least foundation in Scripture for considering 
deacons as an order of Gospel ministers at all. And, in the 
second place, we as confidently assert that there is no authorit3F 
whatever in the Word of Goo for any " order " of ministers 
above that of ordinary pastors. 

I. On ihe first of these points it is not our intention to dwelt 
long. Not merely because Bishop Onderdonk says little about 
it; but also because if the second point, viz. that which relates 
to the claim of the bishop, or alleged highest order, cannot be 
sustained — as we are very sure it cannot — the claim of the deo' 
con to a share in the evangelical ministry, as one of " three 
orders," will fall of course. We say, then, that the alleged chum 
of the deacon, in the Episcopal Church, to a place es cue of Hm 
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**ord«irfl <rf clergy " — has no foundation whatever in the Word of 
God. To establish Ibis, nothing more is necessary than to 
glance at the inspired record, in Acls vi. 1-7, where the original 
appointment, and the duties of deacons, are explicitly and plainly 
stated. " In those days, when the number of the disciples was 
multrplied, there arose a murmuring of the Grecians against the 
Hebrews, because their widows were neglected in the daily 
ministrations. Then the twelve called the multitude of the dis- 
ciples unto them, and said, * It is not meet that we should leave 
the Word of GoDi and serve tables. "Wherefore, brethren, look 
ye out seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Gjhost and 
wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business. But wb 

WILL GIVE OURSELVES CONTINUALLY TO PRAYER, AND TO THE MINIS- 
TRY OP THE WORD.* And the saying pleased the whole multi- 
tude ; and they chose Stephen, a man full of faith and of the 
Holy Ghost, and Philip, and Prochorus, and Nicanor, and 
Tiinon, and Parmenas, and Nicolas, a proselyte of Antioch ; 
whom they set before the Apostles 5 and when they had prayed, 
they laid their hands on them." 

Tliis is the Jirst and the ovly account in the whole New Tes- 
tament of the original appointment of deacons, and the only 
statement which we find of their appropriate duties. And we 
appeal to every candid reader whether it affords the least coun- 
tenance to the idea that the deaconship was then an office 
which had any thing to do with preaching" and baptizmg; in 
other words, whether it was an office at all devoted to the spi- 
ritual duties of the sanctuary ? Really, if such an idea had not 
been actually advanced, it would never have occurred to us as 
possible that it should enter the mind of any thinking man. 
Indeed, if the whole passage had been constructed upon the 
distinct plan of precluding the possibility of such an interpreta- 
tion, it is difficult to conceive how such a design could have 
been more clearly manifest. The Apostles say, " It is not meet 
that we should leave the word of God— (that is, evidently, — 
LEAVE preaching) — and serve tables; wherefore, look ye out 
seven men, &c., whom we may appoint over this business; 
(that is, this business of serving tables,) and we will give our- 
selves to prayer, and to the rainistry of the word?^ Can any 
roan who is not blindly wedded to a system, consider this pas- 
sage as importing that deacons were appointed to be preachers 
«f the word ? Nay, is it not expressly stated that the Apostles 
considered the duties of this office as of such a nature, that 
their undertaking to fulfil them would compel them to leave 
pbeaohino, and devote themselves to the care of money tables ? 

It militates nothing against this plain statement of the inspired 
historian, that he represents Stephen, one of these deacons, as 
soon after his appointment, defending himself with great power 
before the Jewish council; and Philip, another of them, em- 
ployed in a year or two after his ordination to the deaconship, 
preaching and baptizing in Samaria. With respect to Stephen, 
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it is not said, that he either preached or baptized. He simply 
replied to those who " disputed " with him, and defended him- 
self before the council by which he was arraigned. In all 
this, there was evidently nothing which any man might not do, 
in any age of the Church, without infringing ecclesiastical order. 
And as to Philip, when we read a few chapters onward in the 
same book, (Acts xxi. 8,) we find him spoken of as ''Philip the 
evangelist, who was one of the seven." Here, then, we find 
precisely the same title given to this man that was afterward 
given to Timothy. (2 Tim. iv. 6.) From which we may confi- 
dently infer, that, having " used the office of a deacon well," 
(1 Tim. iii. 13,) in the church of Jerusalem, and being found a 
man " full of the Holy Ghost and of wisdom," when he and his 
brethren were driven from that city, and were all "scattered 
abroad in consequence of the persecution which arose about his 
colleague, Stephen," he was invested with a new office, and sent 
forth to minister in various parts of the country a© an "evange- 
list." At any rale, nothing is plainer than that the " ministry 
of the word " made no part of the deacon's office, as laid down 
by the Apostles ; and as he is soon afterward introduced to ns as 
bearing the office of an " evangelist," the appropriate function 
of which we know was preaching the Gospel, we are warranted 
in concluding that he was set apart to the latter office before he 
went forth to engage in public preaching. In short, until it 
can be proved that Philip preached and baptized as a deacon, 
and not as an evangelist ^ — which we are perfectly sure never 
can be proved — the allegation, that the apostolic deacons were 
preachers, is perfectly desiitute of scriptural support; nay, 
directly opposed to the scriptural account of the institution of 
their office. 

Accordingly, when in the subsequent parts of the New Testa- 
ment there is a reference to the proper qiialificattons for the 
deacons' office, no intimation is given thai, in the candidates for 
that office, the gifts requisite for public instruction were re- 
ceived. We are told that it was necessary that those who bore 
this office should be sober, grave, faithful in all things, ruling 
their own houses well, sound in the faith, &c., but not a word 
of their being " apt to teach," as was expressly demanded of 
all who were candidates for " ministering in'^the word and 
doctrine." 

It is plain, then, that " the order of deacons," as one of the 
"three orders of clergy," for which our Episcopal brethren 
contend, cannot stand the test of Scripture. It must, undoubt 
ediy, be given up, if we would be governed by the word of God. 
Deacons there undoubtedly were in the apostolic Church ; but 
they were evidently curators of the poor, and attendants on the 
tables of the Church; precisely such as were found in the 
Jewish synagogues, before the coming of Christ, and such as 
are found in all completely organized Presbyterian churc^hes at 
the present day. And this continued to be the nature of the 
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office for several hundred years after the apostoKc age. But 
when a spirit of carnal ambitiun began to reign in the Churcii, 
and led ecclesiastical men to aspire and encroach, deacms 
invaded the province of preachers, and committed to "«t<6- 
decu^ons^^ the burden of their primitive duties.* 

Having thus being compelled to set aside one " order" of 
Episcopal clergymen, when " tested by Scripture," we now 
proceed. 

II. To the second point insisted on by the author of this 
Tract, and wiiich, indeed, evidently forms his main object, viz. 
that we are taught in Scripture, that in the apostolic Church, 
there was a grade of ministers of the Gospel superior to the 
ordinary pastors; above common ministers of the word and 
sacraments; that ministers of this grade vfere.alone empowered 
to ordain, to confirm^ and to govern the Church ; — and that 
there is evidence in Scripture that this arrangement was in- 
tended to be 'permanent. Such is the confident allegation of 
Bishop Onderdonk; and he professes an entire willingness to 
rest this Episcopal claim on scriptural testimony alone. It is 
hoped that our readers will bear this in mind, and not suffer 



* The follnvtnng extracts from early writers plainly show, not only that tKe 
deacon's office was, originally, what we have above represented, but that this con- 
tinued to be the case for several centuries. Hernias, one of the apostolical fathers^ 
in his Similitude^ 9, 27, lells us that " of such as believed, some were set over 
inferior functions, or services, being intrusted with the care of the poor and 
widows." Origen, iTiact 16, in Matt.) says, "These deacons preside over the 
moneytablea of the Church." And again, " The deacons who do not manage 
Well the money qf tne Church committed to their care, but act a frandulent part, and 
dispense it. not according to justice, but for the purpose of enriching themselves; — 
these act the part of moneychangers, and keepers of those tables which our Lord over- 
turned. For the deacons were appointed to preside over the tables of the Church, as 
we are taught in the Acts of the Apostles." Cyprian, (Epist. 62,) speaks of a certain 
deacon who had been deposed from his " sacred deaconship on account of his fraudu- 
lent and sacrilegious misapplication of the Churches money to his own private use; 
and for his denial of the widows* and orphans* pledges deposited with him." 
And, in another place, iEpist. 3, ad Rogatianum,) as a proof that his view 
of this office is not misapprehended, he refers the appointment of the first deacons 
to the choice and ordination at Jerusalem, as already recited. Ambrose, in speak- 
ing of the fourth century, the time in which he lived, ^Comment, in Ephes. iv.) 
says, "The deacons do not publicly preach." Chrysostotn. who lived in the 
same century, in his commentary on Acts vi. remarks, that "the deacons had 
need of great wisdom, although the preaching of the Cfospel was not committed to 
them;" and observes fuilher, that it is absurd to suppose that they should liave 
both the offices of preaching and taking care of the poor committed to them, 
•eeing it is impossible for them to discharge both functions adequately. Jerome, 
in his letter to Evagrius, calls deacons "ministers of tables and widow," 
And in the Apostolical Constitutions, which, though undoubtedly spurious as 
an apostolical work, may probably be referred to the fourth or fifth century, it is 
declared, (Lib. viii. cap. 28,) " It is not lawful for the deac-ons to baptize or to admi- 
nister the eucharist, or to pronounce the greater or smaller benediction." Other 
eitations, to the same amount, mi^ht easily be produced. But it is unnecessary. 
The above furnish a clear indication of the nature of the deacon's office in tha 

Eiitive CImrch. Yet as this testimony is not that of Scripture, it has not 
tliought prof>er to embrace it in the body of our review, but to present it 
ii<i form, that it may be estimated for what it is worth. And surely, aa tb« 
principles of our Episcopal brethren, ft is worth much. 
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themselves for a moment to forget that our appeal is to tbi 
BiBLB, and to the Bible only. Does the Bible, then, counte- 
nance the claim that prelates, or an order of ministers superior 
to ordinary pastors, and having atone a right to or'dain, &c 
were established by Divine appointment in the apostolic age, 
and intended to be a permanent order in the Christian Church? 
The author of the Tract before us maintains the. affirmative. 
We are constrained with confidence to take the negative side, 
and to the Scriptures we make our appeal. 

Bishop Onderdonk sets out in his argument with acknowledg- 
ing that ^'the name bishop, which now (among Episcopalians) 
designntes the highest grade of the ministry, is not appropriated 
to that office in Scripture. That name, he confesses, is there 
always given to the middle order of presbyters; and all that we 
read in the New Testament concerning ' bishops,' (including, ot* 
course, the words * overseers' and * oversight,' which have the 
saine derivation) is to be regarded as pertaining to that middle 
grade. The highest grade is there found in those called 'apoa- 
tles.' And it was ajler the apostolic age that the name 
'bishop' %vas taken from the second order, and appropriated 
to the first. In short, the doctrine of this Tract is, that in the 
days of the Apostles, the title of bishop was applied to presby- 
ters, that is, to ordinary pastors, or parish ministers, and to 
them alone; that during this time the Apostles were the prelates 
of the Church ; that the Apostles alone, while they lived, were 
invested with the power of ordination ; that when they died, 
they were succeeded in their pre-eminent rank by ministers of 
a corresponding grade; that this superior class of ministers, 
who were the true and only successors of the Apostles, thought 
proper to drop the name of "apostles," (whether through 
modesty or policy the author does not say,) and to assume that 
of "bishop," which had before belonged to common pastors. 
All this, we are given to understand, can be demonstrated from 
Scripture,* 

In regard to the first step in this train of allegations — for we 
will not call it argument — we entirely agree with Dr. Onderdonk. 



* It ki worthy of notice that the author of this Tract differs widely in the ground 
which he assumes from one of the roost learned and able advocates of Episcopacy 
that ever lived. We refer to the celebrated Dr. Henry Hammond, undoubtedly 
one of the most erudite and able divines of the Church of England tlmt lived 
in tho seventeenth century, and at least equal in learning and talent to any bishop 
now on the stage. He maintained, in direct opposition to Bishop Onderdonk, that 
all the persons denominated bishops and presbyters in the New Testament, (tha 
names being then ommon,) were prelates or bishops, properly so called ; and that 
the second order, that of presbyters, was not instituted until after the apostolic afe. 
Dr. Hammond appears to have been just as confident that his doctrine waa 
taught in Scripture as our author can he that the opposite to it is there ftmnd. 
Which of these prelatical champions shall we believe 7 " Who shall deci Je wht^n 
doctors disagree?" We are persuaded that the spirit of the New Testaoiont 
frowns equally upon botli. In the meanwhile, it appears that our E^i»>pal 
friends lura not agreed in the ground which they take for th% BuppcMTl of ub«i- 
eause. 
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Nothing can be plainer than tliat whenever the title of -birfiop" 
is applied in the New Testament to Gospel mini^^ters, it designates 
ordinary pastors. A scriptural bishop was the spiritual teacher 
and guide, or " overseer," of a particular flock ; and the same 
men were called "elders," or " presbyters," and " bishops " inter- 
changeably, the names being common. This Dr. Onderdonk 
concedes, and we have no doubt with entire correctness. But 
in all the succeeding steps of his course, we have quite as little 
doubt that he proceeds without the smallest support from Scrip- 
ture ; nay, in direct opposition to the whole spirit and scope of 
the New Testament. 

This writer contends — and it is essential to his cause that he 
be able to show — thai while the Apostles lived they bore a supe- 
rior ecclesiastical rank^ and woe endowed with ecclesiastical 
rights superior to other ministers j that, in particular, the riglit 
of ordaining was confined to them ; and that, when iheir ministry 
terminated, they left this pre-eminent rank^ and these peculiar 
rights, to certam prelates, who were their successors in power 
and pre-eminence. Now the fact is, that all these points, though 
brought forward with some show, and evr^.rt parade of argument, 
are wholly without support from^Scriptiire, and have not one of 
them been made out by our author. It is not denied, indeed, 
that the Apostles bore a peculiar character, and had extraordi- 
nary powers and prerogatives imparted to them, adapted to the 
peculiar circumstances in which they were placed. For, until 
the canon of the New Testament was completed, they might be 
said, to a certain extent, to supply its place, and by inspiration 
and the exercise of miracidous powers, to be, in a peculiar sense, 
the authorized leaders and guides of the primitive Church. " The 
apostolic office" — says Dr. Barrow, universally known to be an 
eminent Episcopal divine — "ctj? such, was personal and tempo- 
rary; and, therefore, according to its nature and design, not 
successive, nor communicable to others, in perpetual descendenee 
from them. It was, as such, in all respects extraordinary; 
conferred in a special manner ; designed for special purposes ; 
discharged by special aids; endowed with special privileges, 
as was needful for the propagation of Christianity, and founding 
of churches. To that office it was requisite that the person 
should have an immediate designation and commission from 
God; that he should be endowed with miraculous gifts and 
graces ; that he should be able, according to his discretion, to 
impart spiritual gifts; and that he should govern in an absolute 
manner, as being guided by infallible assistance, to which he 
might appeal. Now such an office, consisting of so many extra- 
ordinary privileges, and miraculous powers, which were requisite 
for the foundation of the Church, was not designed to continue 
by derivation ; for it contained in it divers things, wliich appa- 
rently were not communicated, and which no man without gross 
imposture and hypocrisy, could challenge to himself." Pope^s 
Supremacy, pp. 122, 123, A': Y. edition. Such was the judgment 
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of this eminently learned and able Episcopalian, concerning the 
foundation of the whole argument before us. There is not a 
shadow of support to be found in Scripture for the alleged 
transmission of the pre-eminent and peculiar powers of ilie 
Apostles to a set of ecclesiastical successors. As men endowed 
with the gifts of inspiration and miracles, and constituted the 
infallible guides of the Church, until the New Testament canon 
should be completed; their character and position were alto- 
gether extraordinary. They had no successors. Nor can the 
remotest hint be found in Scripture, that they had, or were ever 
Intended to have, any such successors. 

But, considering the Apostles as ministers of Christ, empow- 
ered to preach the Gospel, to administer Christian sacraments, 
and to convert the world to Christ, they had successors ; and 
these successors were, manifestly, all those who were empowered 
,to preach the Gospel, and to dispense the sacramental seals of 
*discip1eship; for in the final commission which the Saviour gave 
to the Apostles, and which must be considered as embracing 
their final and highest functions, they are sent forth to disciple 
all nations, to baptize them in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost : and it was in immediate connexion 
with the command to discharge these ordinary duties, that the 
promise which is considered as pointing to the ministerial succes- 
sion was given — " Lo, I am with you always, even unto the end 
of the world." If the friends of prelacy could produce even the 
semblance of testimony from Scripture, that the ordaining power 
is something more sacred and elevated than that of dispensing 
the Gospel, and its sealing ordinances; if they could produce 
the least hint from the New Testament that the powers possessed 
by the Apostles were, after their decease, divided ; and that while 
one class of ministers succeeded to their lower and more ordi- 
nary functions, another succeeded to certain pre-eminent rights 
and powers, not specified in their commission ; they would have 
some plausible ground on which to rest their cause. But every 
reader of the New Testament knows that there is not a syllable 
there which gives the most distant intimation of either of these 
alleged facts. On the contrary, the evidence against them is 
ample and decisive. 

Suppose, for argument's sake, that a pastor of the Presbyterian 
Church were sent to China or Japan to preach the Gospel, and, 
if successful, to organize churches, agreeably to his views of 
truth and order. Suppose it not possible to send more than 
one, and that he were invested with power by the proper 
autiiority, in this forming state of things, to ordain ministers, 
and perform every ecclesiastical act necessary to complete a 
Christian organization. Would this man be considered, by any 
rational inquirer, as clothed with a new office, or as elevated to a 
peculiar or separate " order of clergy ? " Surely not. He would 
be considered simply as an " evangelist," invested with special 
powers from the necessity of the case. And when the churches 
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organized by him were prepared for a regular and mature Pres- 
byterian arrangement, would any be so absurd as to imagint^ 
that the ministers ordained by iiim were his *' successors " in 
regard to the special commission and powers under which hv 
had acted ? Such an idea would be too preposterous to be enter- 
tained by any one. They would be simply his successors in 
respect to his original and ordinary powers ; and every thinu' 
connected with his extraordinary delegation would terminate 
with the extraordinary circumstances which gave it birth. Ff 
would transmit, of course, to those ordained by him, nothing 
more than that simple office which he bore anterior to his 
peculiar mission. 

Thus it was with the Apostles. Their commission, as staif d 
with great particularity by the evangelists, empowered them to 
preach, to baptize, to disciple all nations, and to teach them to 
observe all things whatsoever Christ had commanded. All 
other permanent powers wei^ included in these ; for there Hn* 
none others mentioned. All ministers of the Gospel bear this 
commission. When the Apostles left the world, their inspit:«- 
tion, their miracles, their prerogative of guiding the churcl.fs 
by infallible teaching — in a word, the extraordinary characii r 
with which they were invested, died with them, and all ilmt 
they tran.«mitted was that which was embraced in their commit 
sion. That they did not transmit a large and very prominent 
part of their extraordinary powers. Episcopalians themselves 
acknowledge. We know not that any modern Protestant bish- 
ops claim to be inspired, to have the power of working' wiraclen^ 
or of authoritatively prescribing the will of Christ to the Church, 
in place of the New Testament. All these adjuncts or annexa- 
tions to i\\e\T general office, constituting them apostles, in the 
strict sense of the word, our Episcopal brethren confess ceased 
when the last Apostle liBft the world. I1iis was, no doubt, the 
case. Where, then, is the evidence of which these same bre- 
thren talk so much, of their transmitting the pre-eminence and 
superiority of their character to a class of superior successors? 

Bishop Onderdonk, from the circumstance that he finds the 
" apostles and elders" frequently distinguished from each other 
in the New Testament history, takes for granted that they were 
thus distinguished, because the former were ministers of a supc;- 
rior order or rank to the latter. He also supposes that he finds 
evidence in the New Testament, not only that the Aposilivs 
ordained, but that they alone had the power of ordination while 
they lived. Now, we will venture to say that there is not a sha- 
dow of evidence in favorof either of these allegations in the Word 
of God. As to the office of the apostles and elders or presby t< i s. 
it was undoubtedly the same in all its essential characteristi* s. 
Let ai y unprejudiced reader examine the commisHon given 1 y 
our Lord to the twelve, and afterward to the seventy, and ih« n 
say, whether grades of power, and diversities of clerical ravlc, 
are masked therein. Let him say whether it includes any thing 
18* 
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(exeepiiDg the stipemcUural part of their powers) but what 
belougs to every minister of the Gospel. Authority to preach 
the Gospel; to administer sealing ordinances, and to make disci- 
ples of air to whom they are sent, formed the substance of the 
apostolical commission ; and the very same forms the essence 
of the commission of all regular ministers now. Our author, 
indeed, ventures to ajirm, that the Apostles were not distin- 
guished from other ministers, while they lived — because they 
were appointed by Christ personally ; nor because they had 
"seen the Lord" after his resurrection; nor because of their 
miraculous powers; but because they sustained a superior office. 
This, he says, "will not be questioned," We certainly, how- 
ever, do question it ; and are quite sure that he has not proved 
it, and cannot prove it, from Scripture, or from any other credi- 
ble source of evidence. In fact, it may be said with truth, that 
we have nothing in the pamphlet before us, adduced in favor of 
this position, worth mentioning, but the simple affirmation of the 
writer, which, on such a subject, we beg leave to decline accept- 
ing as conclusive. 

The simple and plain truth of the case is this. The Apostles 
were all presbyters or elders. This, and this only, was their 
proper ecclesiastical oMce. Accordingly, the Apostle Peter 
speaks thus — " The elders which are among you I exhort, who 
am also an elder, and a witness of the sufferings of Christ, and 
also a partaker of the glory that shall be revealed." Such was 
Peter, if he himself understood his office j — an elder. But he 
was an inspired elder; an elder endowed with mirachlods 
GIFTS ; an elder who had " witnessed the sufferings " and 
resurrection of Christ ; an elder chosen to be one of the num 
ber who should preside over the forming and rising Church 
under its new economy, before its written body of instructions 
were prepared, and even to assist in preparing those instructions: 
and, for that purpose, inspired of God to counsel, guide, and 
instruct the churches for their permanent edification. Such 
were the Apostles generally. When they died, the inspiration^ 
the miracles and the peculiar apostolical authority died with 
them, and they simply transmitted their office as elders or pres-^ 
byters to their successors. All this Is plainly to be gathered 
from the tenor of the New Testament; and when Bishop 
Onderdonk undertakes to press the testimony of Scripture into 
the support of any other doctrine, he fails, in our opinion, most 
egregiously. 

Quite as little prdof have we that the ordaining- power was 
exercised by the Apostles alone, while they li vedT Or rather, 
this position is still more directly opposed to abundant scriptural 
evidence. We know that it was not so. Timothy, and Titus, 
and Barnabas all ordained ; and yet they were none of them 
apostles, in the appropriate sense of that title. In order to sur- 
mount this difficulty, however, our author, with many others 
who have gone before him in this controversy, lakes the liberty 
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ti snppming tbat Timothy, Titus, Barnabas, Silvantrs, Andro- 
nmis, Juniu, Epaphirodilus, and others trere all apostles, in the 
pre-eaninent sense of the word, though confessedly not of the 
number of the twelve ; and that, therefore, when we read of any 
of these exercising the ordaining power, we are to consider it as 
falling in with the Episcopal claim, and as confirming the doe- 
trine of the Tract before us. We have always considered this 
pka as one of the forlorn hopes of our Episcopal brethren, and 
as nuch more adapted to expose than to aid Uieir cause. And 
as wielded by our author, it certainiy does not appear to more 
advantage, than in the hands of those from whom he borrowed 
k It is well known to learned men that the original Greek 
word wiiich we translate apostle, signifies a messenffer, or one 
who is sent on any errand, either sacred or secular. It is weU 
known, also, that it has, in the New Testansent, a peculiar or 
appropriated, and a common signification ; and that its peculiar 
applicatioD is to that chosen band of men, who were endowed 
and sent in an extraordinary manner by Christ himself. Of 
the peculiar or restricted application of this title we need not 
select specific examples. They are numerous and well known. 
In this high and exclusive sense, we are expressly told it was 
eoofined to those who had "seen the Loan," and who were 
"^ witnesses *of his suflRsrings and his resurrection." In this 
■ense it was applied to the twelve, and afterward to Matthias^ 
who was ehosen to take the place of Judas, " who by transgres- 
sion fell." And, in the same specific meaning of the tiile, Paul 
was an apostle, who was made to " see the Lord," in a miracu- 
lous manner, and who was " chosen to be a witness unto all 
men of what he had seen and heard." Let any impartial ntan, 
who doubts whether this is the meaning of the title of apostle, in* 
-its primary and pre-eminent sense, as applied to those on whooi 
-eur Lord himself bestowed it ; let him read the following scrip- 
tures, and he will no longer doubt. Matt. x. 1-^; I^ke vi. 
12-17; Acts L21, 22; Luke xxiv.48; Acts xxii. 14, 15; Acts 
xxiii. 11 ; Acts xxvi. 16, together with many other parallel pas 
sages, wluch will readily occur to all who are familiar with the 
Bible. 

With this representation of the apostolic ojEce, Dr. Barrow, 
-the learned Episcopal divine before quoted, entirely agrees. 
** To the oflSce of an apostle," says he, " it was requisite that the 
person should have an immediate designation and commissioa 
from God ; such as St. Paul so often doth ineist upon for assert- 
ing his title to this office—" Paul, an apostle, not from men or by 
man." "Not by men,"saith Sl.Chrysostom ; "this is the properly 
of th*^ apostles." It was reqoisile that an apostle should be able 
to attest coficerning oiir Lord's resurrection or ascension, either 
immediately, as the twelve, or by evident consequences, as St. 
Paul; thus St. Peter implied, at the choice of Matthias— "Wliere- 
fore of those men which have companied with us, must one he 
^Nrdained to be a witness with us of the resurrection : " and, " Am I 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



^2 REVIEW — BPISCOPACT 

not,'* saith St. Paul, "an apostle? have I not seen the Lord? 
According to that of Ananias-=-* The God of our fathers hath 
chosen thee, that thou shouldest know his will, and see tkuit just 
One, and shouldest hear the voice of his mouth ; for thou shalt 
bear witness unto all men of what thou hast seen and heard." 
— Papers Sapremacy, p. 122. 

But the term apostle (airoorroXos) is also sometimes applied in 
the New Testament to men who were not thus immediately 
commissioned by Christ in an extraordinary manner, to be 
" witnesses of his sufFeringi and his resurrection ;" but who were 
simply messengers^ sent on particular occasions to perform a 
certain service. This distinction between the officialj and the 
lax or general sense of this term, the learned translators of our 
English Bible, though themselves zealous Episcopalians, seldom 
fail to recognise. Thus Paul, in writing to the Philippians, ii.SSl 
says — "I supposed it necessary to send unto you Epaphro- 
ditus, my brother and companion in labor, but your messenger^ 
(airocrroXof,) and he that ministered to my wants." Epaphroditus 
had been sent by the Philippians as a messenger, or bearer of 
their bounty to Paul. This we learn not only from the pas- 
sage just quoted, but also from chapter iv. 18, of the same epis- 
tle. Accordingly he is styled ^' their messenger.," Surely it 
would be preposterous to consider the original word as import- 
ing that he was an apostle in the official sense of that term. 
Again, the same Apostle, in designating certain brethren sent 
with Titus to bear the Church's bounty to Jerusalem, speaks 
of them thus — " Whether any do inquire of Titus, he is my 
partner and fellow-helper concerning you : or our brethren be 
inquired of, they are the messengers (otroaroXoi) of the churches, 
• and the glory of Christ." Here the very same rule of inter- 
pretation applies j and accordingly so judged the pious translat- 
ors of our Bible ; and therefore they rendered the word messen- 
gers, not ** apostles." 

With regard to the alleged apostleship of Timothy and Silva- 
nus, it is equally unsupported. They are never called apostles 
in a single instance in Scripture. It is true, the first epistle to 
the Thessalonians begins thus — "Paul, and Silvanus, and 
Timotheus, unto the church of the Thessalonians," &c. ; and 
in the next chapter of the same epistle, the Apostle speaks thus — 
" Nor of men sought we glory, neither of you, nor yet of others, 
when we might have been burdensome as the apostles of Christ." 
In this latter verse, the Apostle undoubtedly either speaks of 
himself in the plural number, which he often does ; or refers to 
some other of the Apostles, of whom the same might be said. 
That in using this language, he did not refer to Silvanus, or 
Timotheus, is plain, because, in a verse or two before, he says 
— still using the plural number — " We were shamefully entreated, 
as ye know, at Philippi," &c. When the Apostle was treated 
with so much violence at Philippi, certainly Timotheus was 
not with him. Besides, neither Silvanus nor Timotheus was " a 
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Witness" of the sufTerings and resurrection of their Master. 
Neither of them was immediately commissioned by the Saviour 
himself, as the Apostles were : on the contrary, Timothy was 
ordained, agreeably to the simple apostolical practice, ^^with the 
laying on of the hands of the presbytery." And the Apostle 
Paul, in "other places, while he speaks affectionately of his '*s<m 
in the faith," at the same time mentions him in a manner which 
plainly evinces a marked distinction between his office and that 
of the apostleship. Take as an example, 2 Cor. i. 1 — " Paul, an 
apostle of Jesus Christ, and Timothy our brother.^^ And, 
again, Colossians i. 1 — " Paul, an apostle of Jesds Christ, and 
Timothy our brother," Here we have the very same evidence 
of diversity of rank that our author deems so decisive when he 
finds mention made of apostles and elders. Surely the humble 
and affectionate Paul would not have spoken thus, if Timothy 
had possessed an equal right with himself to the title of *^ an 
apostle of Jesds Christ," in the official and appropriate sense 
of that title. 

The claim advanced in behalf of Andronicus and Junia,* as 
apostles, is not only unfounded, but really bordering on the 
ridiculous. The only testimony advanced in support of this 
claim, is the language of the Apostle Paul in the close of his 
Epistle to the Romans, xvi. 7 — " Salute Andronicus and Junia, 
my kinsmen, and my fellow-prisoners, who are of note among 
the Apostles." This passage would never have been thought of 
as admitting the construction which the friends of prelacy attach 
to it, had not their cause stood greatly in need of testimony. Its 
obvious and simple meaning is, that these persons were " held in 
high estimation by the Apostles ;" or were regarded by the Apos- 
tles as of note, or conspicuous among their friends. This is the 
general interpretation of intelligent and impartial commentators ; 
and ftiore cannot be made of the passage, unless by those who 
resolve that it shall speak in favor of their cause. 

It is evident, then, that none of these persons were apostles, 
in the official and restricted sense of that title; and as we 
know that Barnabas, Timothy, and Titus, ordained, it follows, 
inevitably, that the ordaining power was not confined to the 
Apostles while they lived ; and, of course, that this whole branch 
of our author's argument falls to the ground. Nothing can be 
plainer than that " pastors," " teachers," and " evangelists," even 

* There is some reason to believe that Junia, one of these persons wliom Bishop 
Onderdonk has dubbed apoatlee^ was a woman ! The naml^ as it stands in the 
original is 'Ioui//av, which has no article to indicate the gender, and which may 
come as well from 'lowv/a, as from 'lowytof. Father Calmet remarks — " St. Cliiy. 
sostom, Tlieophylact, and several others, take Andronicus for a man and Junia for 
a woman, perhaps his wife. The Greeks and Latins keep their festival, May 17th, 
as husband and toife." Rosenmueller's annotation on llie passnge is as follows*^ 
** Koi loovtav, Q,nae vidctur fuisse uxor Andronici. Alii* Junias est nomen viri, 
pro Junius." What renders it more probable that Junia was a woman is, that a 
man and his wife, a man and his sister, and two other females, are undoubtedly 
saluted in the preceding and Mowing verses of the same chapter. 
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while the Apostles lired, often officiated in ordinfttiObs-Hiot 
nerdy as humble assistants, but as principals, in investing others 
with the sacred office. 

The manner in which Bishop Onderdonk undertakes to dispose 
of the plain record, that Timothy was set apart to his office, 
" witli the laying on of the hands of the presbytery," is one of 
the ino^t singular examples of evasion and management that %ve 
remember ever to have seen. He is confident that tlie AposUe, 
when he says, (1 Tim. iv. 14,) " Neglect not the gift thai is in 
thee, which was given thee by prophecy, with tbe laying on 
^ THE HANDS OP THE PRESBYTERY," has no reference toTiffiothy's 
ordination. Why ? For no other earthly reason, that we can 
perceive, than that this supposition would make against tlie 
Episcopal claim. He does not deny, indeed, that it may refer to 
tliat transaction ; but he says, ^^ it cannot, at least, be proved to 
do so ;" and he chooses rather to consider it as ^^ a separation of 
one, already in the ministry, to a particular field of duty." In- 
deed, his aversion to ordination by a " presbytery," is so 
determitied and invincible, that, rather than adiiiit that this 
passage refers to Timothy's ordination, he intin^ates his will- 
ingness to give up another passage, in which the Apostle (2 Tim. 
i. 6,) speaks of "the gift of Goo which was in Timothy by the 
putting on of his (Paul's) hands," as also having no reference 
to his ordination ! And he gravely remarks, that, " if it have 
not, then Timothy's ordination is nowhere specifically mentioned, 
but is to be inferred, as in other cases ; and, in this view, both 
these passages are unconnected with the controversy before us." 
The truth is, if these passages refer to different transactions, it 
is much more probable that the former refers to Timothy's 
ordination than the latter, simply because in every instance ia 
which we find a specific account given of an ordination in tlie 
New Testament, there was a flurality of ordainers^ But the 
probability is, that they refer to the same transaction, viz. the 
one ordination of Timothy; and tliat Paul presided in the 
*' presbytery" when that ordination was performed, "laying on 
hands" with the rest of the brethren, which we know is every 
day done in our presbyteries, when, as is commt>nly the case, 
one of the older members presides, and takes the lead in inipoe^ 
ing hands, and is the mouth of the body in the ordaining prayer. 

Bnt even allowing that the Apostle,' in that passage in which 
he speaks of the " laying on of the hands of the presb3aery," 
refers to Timothy's ordination, still, our author insists that no 
argument favorilbie to presbytery can be drawn from this con- 
fession. The word {ripcaPvTsptov) rendered " presbytery," he 
alleges may mean — not a body of presbyters, but the office of 
the presbyterate^ or presbytership itself. So that he would 
propose to translate the passage thus — " with the laying on of 
hands to confer the presbyterate." In support of this fanciful 
and ridiculous translation, he quotes Grotius, and refers also to 
Calvin, as giving to it the countenance of his opinion. Now, it in 
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gfanted that Caivin, in his Institutes, (Lib. IV. chap*. 3, sect. 16,) 
does express himself in a manner which favors this interpreta- 
tion ; but afterward, when he came to write his commentary on 
Timothy, when on every principle of justice, we ought to con- 
sider him as expressing his more mature opinion, he delivers the 
following explicit jud^jment — "Presbytery — those who consider 
this as a collective term, Intended to express a college of pres- 
byters, in my opinion judge correctly."* But let this virtual 
misrepresentation of Calvin pas8. It might be expected, how- 
ever, that, after admitting this interpretation of tiie passage, as 
referring, not to a body of ordainers, under the name of a pres- 
bytery, but to the office of tbe preshyterate ; it would, of course, 
be admitted that Timothy was now made a presbyter, or invested 
with the office of the presbyterate. Not at all ! This inference, 
which would seem to be irresistible, (and which, by the way, is 
that which Calvin assumes in the passage referred to by Bishop 
Onderdonk,) must at any rate be " neutralized," to employ the 
significant language of our author. In order to accomplish 
this, he reminds us that the titles of presbyter, bishop, deacon, 
&c., are so "loosely" and interchangeably applied in the New 
Testament to all classes of officers, even to apostles, that nothing 
conclusive can be drawn from a name. On the whole, it is 
evident that such are the spectacles with which this gentleman 
views every object which relates to this controversy, that facts, 
names, and the plainest statements, if they happen to make 
against the claim of Episcopacy, — are nothing, — absolutely 
nothing. They are to be moulded, tortured, or nullified at 
pleasure. But the remotest hint that can, by possibility, be 
pressed into the service of prelacy, is a conclusive argument. 
We have no doubt of the entire honesty of all this on the part of 
our author. But it shows the wonderful sway of prejudice. A 
man who has been long in the habit of gravely repeating the 
most irrelative and powerless representations from year to year, 
and calling them arguments, generally comes at length, sincerely 
to believe them not only true, but irrefragable. 

Bishop Onderdonk, however, after plunging from difficulty to 
difficulty, and from one utter failure of proof to another, in this 
» part of his argument, still insists upon it that Timothy and Titus 
are represented in the New Testament as prelates ; and that their 
character makes a clear case in favor of Episcopacy. He 
appears to satisfy himself, and evidently expects to satisfy his 
readers, with such reasoning as the following. We do not pro- 
fess to give his exact language in the following sentences ; but 
what, according to our perception, is the real force of his state- 
ment. " It cannot be prated that the Apostle, when he speaks of 

* The word Ylpiafivrepiov occurs but three limes in the New Testament, v.lx. in 
Luke xxii. 66, and in Acta xxii. 5. In each of these cases it is iinpospible to ItM.k ai 
Uie original without perceiving, in a moment, that it refers to n bench or j-ollif/-- of 
ciders. The third example of its occurrence is in the case before uis ; uhf re we 
think the mtae tbiog is equaUy evident. 
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* the hands of the presbytery' being laid on Timothy, refers to 
bis ordination at all. It is, perJiaps, more probable thai it refer? 
to his being set apart to a special and temporary service : or ii 
maybe understood to mean, (if it does refer to his ordination,) 
that be was set apart, by the laying on of hands, to 'the prev- 
byterate^^ that is to the office of presbyter. Yet, even if this be 
supposed, as the title of presbyter, as used in the New Testament, 
means any thing and every thing in ecclesiastical office, it may 
be here construed to mean something higher than a mere pres- 
byter, strictly speaking; therefore there is at least as muck 
evidence that it means a prelnterns a presbyter. Besides, for any 
thing we know to the contrary, the * presbytery ' which officiated 
on this occasion * m-ay have consisted of apostles only, or of one 
or more apostles joined with others;' as the Apostle speaks, in 
another place, of having laid his own hands on Timothy. If 
this be sOy it cannot, of course, be claimed as a Presbyterian, but 
was an apostolic ordmation. We may be considered, then, as 
having proved, that presbyters alone did not perform the ordina- 
tion, granting the transaction to have been one ; but that an 
apostle actually belonged, or else was added for this purpose, to 
tlie body called a ' presbytery.' It is. also worthy of notice that 
Si. Paul makes the following distinction in regard to his own 
agency and that of others in this supposed ordination, ' by the 
putting on of my hands' — ^with the laying on of the hands of 
the presbytery.' Such a distinction mxiy justly be regarded as 
intimating, that the virtue of the ordaining act flowed from 
Paul ; while the presbytery, or the rest of that body, if he were 
included in it, expressed only conse^U, On the whole, the 
language here used requires us to believe that a minister of 
higher rank than an ordinary presbyter was present and officiated 
in this ordination — or what is said to be the ordiriation of 
Timothy. At any rate the Episcopal theory is cU least as good 
a key as that of parity to the meaning of the word * presbytery ; ' 
and considering the above distinction of '6y' and ^with,^ our 
theory is obviously the better of the two." See pages 18-23. 
In short this wonderful jingle of words, denominated argument, 
when brought into a narrower compass, is to the followmg 
effect — " It is doubtful wliether either of these famous passages 
refers tt^ the ordination of Timothy or not. TjT either or both 
have such a reference, they admit of an interpretation quite 
a>s favorable to prelacy as to parity; therefore, as some other 
passages of Scripture seem to wear an aspect more favorable to 
prelacy than parity, we are bound to interpret these, which are 
acknowledged to be still more doubtful, in the same v>ay?^ 
Though these are not the ipsissima verba of our aiUhor, they 
really present no caricature of his mode of reasoning. We 
verily think that inferences so perfectly inconsequential and 
unwarranted would be driven from any enlightened and impar- 
tial tribunal on earth, as unworthy of an answer. 
Our author next attempts to establish, as a matter oi fact^ 
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tfmt TiAiothy was an Episcopal bishop or prefale at Epdiesus. 
Ttii^ he endeavors to make out in the. following manner. He 
first recites the charge which the Apostle Paul gives to the' 
elders of Ephesus, with whom he had an interview at Miletus, 
(Acts XX.) He gathers from this charge the amount of ecete- 
siastfcal power committed to these elders, and exercised by th<^m. 
He then goes over the epistles to Timothy ; and .thinkiug that 
he perceives larger powers and a higher authority intrusted (o 
Timothy than to the elders, he confidently infers that Timothy 
was a minister of superior rank to the elders; in other words, a 
prelate. We consider all his reasoning on this subject as' 
entirely without force, or even plausibility ; and we are per- 
suaded all impartial readers will make the same estimate, after' 
attentively weighing the following considerations. 

1. We might have expected great diversity in the mode of 
addressr in these two cases, because the circumstances of the 
persons addressed were essentially different. The elders of 
Ephesus were the ofifcers of an organized and regular church ; 
and were charged simply with carrying forward the affairs of a 
collected and officered flock. Whereas Timothy was obviously 
sent on a temporary mission to Ephesus, with a special charge> 
to rectify disorders, to correct abuses, and to convey, imme^ 
diately from the Apostles, a variety of special instructions, ' 
respecting the doctrine, the worship, and the officers of that 
church. Surely these circumstances will abundantly account 
for the peculiar manner in which Timothy is instructed and 
exhorted^ and the special powers vested*' in him for discharg 
ing the duties of this arduous mission. Who would expect to 
find the officers of a regular church addressed in the same man* 
ner with an individual '^ evangelist " sent on a critical mission' 
to the same-church in a state of agitation and disorder 1 

2. The address to the elders of Ephesus, when the Apostle; 
nnet tbeoi at Miletus, is sufficient, of itself, to destroy the Efiis- 
eopal claim. We will not stop to inquire whether this inter-" 
view at MHetus took place before or after the date of the firsts 
epistle to Timothy. We care not which alternative is adopt^d^ 
so far as our argument is concerned. The opinion of many- 
learned men is, that the interview recorded in Acts xx. occurred^ 
six or seven years prior to the date of the epistle. This seems i 
to be Bishop Onderdonk^s opinion, and we are content to; 
asmune it as correct. Now if it were so, we have the spectacle - 
— strange and inexplicable on Episcopal grounds — the.spccta*: 
cle of an inspired apostle solemnly addressing .the elders of an: 
important church, where the apostle himself iiad labored, inr: 
three years; reminding them of their duties; exhorting th^mifco: 
fidelity; and formally committing to them the rule and. diaci*; 
pUne, as well as the instruction of the flock ; and iall lihifif 
wiihottt so much as alluding to an ecclesiastical s^pctrion If 
we understand our author, he supposes that, at this time, ik&eei 
was no prdcU^sii £phesttS| Timothy not having b^en y«t^ Ha%, 

I«7 
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thither. Be it so. Is it not passing strange, then, that the 
Apostle in addressing them should not allude lo this defect in 
their ecclesiastical situation ; tiiat he should not sympathize 
with them in regard to it; and promise, or at least, him some- 
thing about the future supply of this defect — a defect, on 
Episcopal principles, so essential ? Not a word like this, how- 
ever, IS found. On the contrary, the Apostle solemnly commits 
the whole inspection and rule of the church to tliese elders 
themselves, and distinctly calls them bishops. " Take heed," 
says he, " to yourselves, and to the flock over which the Holt 
Ghost has made you overseers, (in the original nmrxoirvv;) bis/wpa, 
to feed (the original here signifies to rule as well as to JeeU) ine 
Church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood.=' 
In short, he makes no allusion to any higher authority tlmn 
that which he charges them to exercise On tliis occHSM>n 
Timothy himself seems to have been present, Acts xx. 4, 5. 
If, on the other hand, we suppose that the first epistle to 
Timothy was written before the interview at Miletus, and that 
Timothy, or any other person, was then the prelatical bisliop of 
the church of Ephesus, the fair presumption against the E^jis- 
copal claim becomes still stronger. Can it be imagined, on 
Episcopal principles, that Paul would have addres:$ed tltese 
elders, in the presence of their diocesan, or while he was living, 
if not present, and would have committed the *' oversight" of the 
flock entirely to them, without so much as hinting that they 
owed any subjection or reverence to hiviy or to any person of 
superior rank? It ii^ impossible. This fact alone does not 
merely render the Episcopal claim improbable; it destroys Hj 
unless we suppose that the Apostle expressly intended to deceive 
the elders of Ephesus, or to insult their diocesan, or that he 
forgot — what no modern Episcopalian ever forgets — the dignity 
and prerogative of the prelate. 

3. It is nowhere said, or hinted in Scripture, that Timothy 
ever was bishop of Ephesus, or Titus of Crete. That is, there 
is no evidence whatever in the inspired history, that these riten, 
or either of them, ever had a fixed pastoral charge, of many 
months^ much less years', continuance, in the places in which 
they are alleged to have been permanently located ; or that they 
ever sustained any title, or enjoyed any authority, which 
marked a prelatical character. We utterly deny that they ever 
did ; and we are perfectly sure that it never has been, or can be. 
proved from Scripture. That one of them was at Ephesus, and 
the other at Crete, on a special emergency, and for a short 
time, we are, infleed, distinctly informed. But this is att that 

Eirs. Timothy is represented as travelling from place to 
continually ; and the same was probably the case with 
I. The very epistles themselves which were directed to 
those missionaries contain evidence that, as they had been 
recently sent to Ephesus and Crete, so they were soon to depart 
•nd go elsewhere. The postscript to the second eptttle to 
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Timothy, and the epistle to Titus, which speak of their being 
*^ bishops," are known to be spurious ; that is, it is certain that 
they make no part of the authorized text, and that they were 
interpolated long after the apoetolic age. Of course, they have 
nothing to do with this inquiry. But, though neither of these 
ministers is said in Scripture to have tieen a " bishop,*' in tlie 
Episcopal sense of that word, Timothy is expressly styled hy 
the Apostle an evangelist, (2 Tim. iv. 6,) and the probability is 
that Titus bore the same character. If it be asked, What was 
the nature of the evangelists office ? We answer, in general, 
he was a preacher of the Gospel; — a bearer of the Gospel to 
those who had it not. But if the inquiry be, What was the 
nature of this office in the early Church ? let EusebiuS answer. 
He says, "Very many of the disciples of that day travelled 
abroad, and performed the work of evangelists, ardently ambi- 
tions of preaching Christ to those who were yet wholly unac- 
quainted witli the doctrine of faith, and to deliver to them the 
Scripture of the divine gospels. These having merely laid the 
Ibundations of the faith, and ordained other pastors, committed 
to them the cultivation of the churches newly planted ; while 
they themselves, supported by the grace and co-operation of 
God, proceeded to other countries and nations." (lib. iii. cap. 37.) 
Bishop Onderdonk, indeed, endeavors to obviate the inference 
drawn from the fact that Timothy is called an evangelist; 
but without the smallest success. The considerations which 
he urges for refuting it, are chiefly the following, [1.] " If 
Timothy is called an evangelist, he is also called an apostle?^ 
This, as yfe have seen, is a mistake ; he is nowhere so called 
in Scripture. [2.] '* It does not appear that evangelists, as 
sueh, had any particular rank in the ministry. Philip, the 
deacon, was an evangelist; and in Ephes. iv. 11, evangelists are 
put after prophets." True, in the apostolic age, they had belter 
work to do, than to contend about the adjustment of titles, pre- 
cedence, and rank in the sacred office. But one thing is certain, 
that "evangelists" are distinguished from "apostles" with a 
distinctness which precludes the possibility of pur considering 
them as the same. [3.] " If Timothy were an evangelist, there 
is no proof that Titus, and the * angels' of the seven churches 
were evangelists." This there is much reason to believe is 
a mistake. It is highly probable they were. At any rate, we 
are very sure it cannot be made to appear that they were not, 
[4.] "Eusebius probably refers to bishops, when he speaks of 
these evangelists ; and if so, then Episcopacy still prevails." 
This is, again, an entire mistake. Eusebius does, indeed, men- 
tion some as evangelists, by name, who are said to have been 
bishops. Having done this, he goes on to speak of " many 
other disciples" of that day, " as going abroad, and performing 
the work of evangelists;" and to these, he explicitly informs 
us, was committed the ordaining power. His mode of speak 
ing fH-ecludes the possibility of their being bishops, in the sens^ 
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which becsme insrrent afterward in the Ohnrdi. Ib' shoft^ i^ 
title ^* evangelist " is found but three times ia the New Testa- 
ment. Once it is applied to Timothy ; once to Philip, who had 
been one of the seven deacons at Jerusalem ; and once in 
Ephes. iv. 11, where we read of ^* apostles, prophets, efoomge^ 
lietB^ pastors, and teachers.'^ This is conclusive proof, as far 
as scriptural authority goes, that the title has ho reference 
to prelacy. 

4. There is nothing represented in Scripture as enjoined upon 
Timothy and Vitus, or as done by them, which is not perfectly 
consistent with Presbyterian principle and practice, Timothy 
was sent to Ephesus, and Titus to Crete, to do what ? — To cor- 
rect abuses as to doctrine, worship and order ; to see that suita- 
ble persous.were selected and set apart to ecclesiastical offices ; 
and, in general, to ^^ set in order the things that were wanting.'' 
ft is well known that the Presbyterian Church in th» country 
has been in the constant practice, for more than half a century, 
of sending out evangelists— just such men as Eusebius describes 
— into destitute settlements to organize churches, ordain elders 
and deacons, correct irregularities, and ^^set in order," as far as 
possible, every thing that may be necessary for Christian edifi- 
cation. Now, we asK, Why naay not Timothy and Titos have 
been just such Presbyterian evangelists? There is not a tittlCi 
either of fact or expression, in the whole statement respecting 
them, which is inconsistent with the supposition ; nay, we have 
no dmibt that this was the real fact. It will avail nothing with 
us to reply, as our author, like ail his predecessors, doubtless 
will reply — that this cannot be, because none but prelates ever 
had the power of ordaining. Shall we never have done with 
this constant begging of the whole question in dispute? We 
fearlessly assert that there is not a syllable in the New Tesla- 
ment which even distantly intimates, that either Timothy or 
Titus performed the work enjoined upon them mther as prelates 
than as ^^ evangelists;" and that there is just as much reason to 
assert that all the itinerant missionaries sent out annually by the 
Presbyterian Church into frontier settlements, are prelates, as 
from any thing that is said in the New Testament, to ascribe 
such a superior rank to Timothy and Titus. Perhaps it will be 
said, that, although Presbyterian missionaries are always em- 
powered to organize churches, and to ordain ruling elders and 
deacotis, they are never authorized, singly, to ordain teaching 
elders, or ministers of the Gospel. This is, no doubt, tirue. 
Yet this is only an ecclesiastical regulation, not a necessary or 
essential law of Chuist's house. In our Church, acoordii^^ to 
her present constitntion, three ordainers must always be present, 
and assist in a regular ordination. But there is quite as regular 
a Presbyterian Church in our country, in which two ordainers 
are sufficient. And a third, equally regular, also in our country, 
acoording to whose form of ordination, a single ordatner is suf- 
toient to complete a regular investiture with the sacred office. 
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We fflfny Bffppo«ie, then, that Timothy and TUxm mlgfht hav^ 
been alone charged with the ordahiing power, in the peonliar 
cireumstances in which Ihey acted, and might have exercised 
H accor4in0l'y, without the least departure from Preabyterian 
principle. 

But did either Timothy or Titua ever, in a single instance, 
perform the work of ordination cdone'l This is constantly 
taken for granted by Episcopalians ; and the establishment of 
the alleged fact is essential to their cause. For if they only 
ordained in company with others, or as members, (perhaps the 
presiding members) of their respective presbyteries, then we 
have, in each case, a simple specimen of Presbyterian ordina- 
tion. But it is assumed by Episcopalians that they ordained 
alongy without a shadow of proof, and against all probability. 
The question, whether there were or not, at Ephesus and Crete, 
a body of presbyters, at this time, who might, upon Presbyte- 
rian principles, have officiated in the work of ordination, will 
here be left out of view. Archbishop Potter delivers it as his 
opinion, that in Crete, at least, there were none. But we shall 
forbear to canvass this question, as not essential to the argument 
of parity, however it may be answered. Let this have been an 
it may; there is every reason to stippose that Timothy and 
Titus were assisted in every ordination by others. We know^ 
that Mark was with Timothy; and that Zenas and Apollos were 
wHh Titus. Who can tell but that these ecclesiastical compa- 
nions took part in every ordination? We cannot poeitiveiy 
assert that they did; but it would be still more presomptuoue 
to assert, since they were on the spot, that they did not, An4 
yet, unless the patrons of Episcopacy can prove that they took 
no part, and that the " evangelists " ordained alone, their whole 
argument, drawn from this case, falls to the ground. 

Nor does it aflTect our reasoning to allege, that the Apostle'e 
ton^iage, through the greater part of the epistles to Timothy 
and Titos, is jfersoncU; — that is, the epistles are addressed to 
them individually. For example, such language as the follow- 
ing frequently occurs: — "This chafge I commit unto thee, sort 
Twiothy ;"— "These things write I unto thee, that thou m'rght- 
est know how to behave thyself in the house of God ; " — " that 
tkou mightest charge some that they teach no other doctrine ; '' 
— ^''lay hands suddenly on no man," &€. This language mani^ 
festly avails nothing to the cause of prelacy; for, 1. As these 
men went to Ephesus and Crete as a kind of special envoys^ 
immedialely from the Apostle, it was natural that the system of 
inetruCtions should be addressed to thena personally ; for in the 
circumstances in which they were placed, they were to be the 
chief counsellors and guides in every thing that was done. 2. A 
PresbyteHan ordination never occurs without addressing to the 
newly Ordained minister language of precisely the same import; 
or rather, without everting him in the very words of Paul to 
Timothy^ But no one ever dreams that this language is incon- 
19* 
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■Istent with parity. For, although no one of our niinii^rs ean 
regularly ordain alone; yet as each possesses the ordaining 
power, It is proper that each should receive a separate and 
distinct charge. 3. If this argument proves any thing, it will 
prove too much, for it will prove that these evangelists alone 
were empowered to preach and pray in the respective places to 
which they were sent to minister, for charges in relation to 
these points are given to them in the same personal style. 
4. No evangelist is ever sent forth by our Church for the purpose 
of organizing and '' setting in order" churches, without bearing 
with him a body of special instructional always drawn up in 
the form of a letter, and, of course, addressed to him personally. 
Are all these proofs that our evangelists are prelates? 

In closing our remarks on the alleged prelatical character of 
Timothy and Titus, we have one circumstance to mention, 
which we cannot help regarding as decisive. The circumstance 
is this. Bisliop Onderdonk, as we have seen, explicitly acknow- 
ledges that — " aU that we read in the New Testament concern- 
ing bishops is to be regarded as pertaining to the " middle 
grade," i. e. to " presbyters," and never to prelates. In other 
words, he acknowledges that the title of " bishop " is, in no case, 
in the New Testament, used to designate a minister of superior 
rank ; but always to designate ordinary pastors. Of course, the 
term bishop^ as found in the epistles to Timothy and Titus, has 
no reference to prelates. Now, if this be so, then we have no 
allusion whatever, in these epistles, to any such superior officer. 
Among all the counsels and laws intended to be left on perma- 
nent record, for the guidance of Christians in all ages, there ia 
not the remotest hint pointing to such an officer. Presbyters, 
or. ordinary pastors, ruling elders and deacons, are all plainly 
pointed out, and the proper qualifications and duties of each 
carefully specified. But not a syllable is said to them about 
prelates, their rights, prerogatives, duties, or mode of investiture. 
They are never even once reminded that it is their duty to be 
docile and obedient to their proper diocesan. Assuming Presby- 
terian principles, this is perfectly natural^ust what might have 
been expected. If no such officer existed, of course he could not 
be recognised or described. But, on Episcopal principles, it 
appears to us utterly unaccountable. Or rather, it affords, in our 
opinion, conclusive proof that no such officer of superior rank 
was then known in the Church, or intended to be established as 
a permanent order. 

We have only to notice one leading argument more which 
Bishop Onderdonk employs to make out Episcopacy from 
Scripture ; and that is the argument drawn from the " angels " 
of the seven Asiatic churches. In reference to these he reasons 
thus. " Each of these churches is addressed, not through its 
clergy at large, but through its '-angel,' or chief officer. This 
* angel' is addressed personally, and in a manner which implies 
much power and responsibility in his pastoral charge : the sin- 
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gtilar mifnber is used in speaking to hiiit. This individual is, in 
each ease, identified wiih his church, and his church with him. 
Ergo these ' angels ' were prelales." 

Now, we ask, What are all these facts to our author's arern* 
ments? What do they prove? Why may not these " angels'* 
have heen Presbyterian pastors, just as well as Episcopal 
bishops? Every word that is said of them applies quite as 
•pproprialely and strictly to the former as to the latter. The 
term "angel," in itself, decides nothing. It simply signiAes a 
" messenger." As far as we know iis origin, it was derived 
from the Jewish synagogue; every particular synagogue having 
been furnished with an officer bearing this title, and that officer, 
it is well known, was not a prelate. Some of the most leari>ed 
Episcopal writers, however, have been of the opinion, that the 
term ^^ angel" is a figurative expression, intended to point out 
the collective ministry in those churches respectively : and 
hence in addressing the angel of the church in Smyrna, it is 
said, " Some of you I will cast into prison," &c. Nor can we 
infer any thing from the addresses made, or the powers assigned 
to these "angels." They agree just as well with parochial 
bishops, or pastors, as with prelates. And accordingly, it is 
notorious that some of the most learned and able writers on tlhl 
Episcopal side in this controversy, have given up the argument 
drawn from the apocalyptic ^'angels," as affording no real 
support to the claim of prelacy. 

Besides, there is another difficulty respecting these " angels'* 
of the seven churches, when claimed as prelates. Bishop Onder- 
donk's theory is, that the prelates of the Church in the apostolic 
age, were never called bishops^ but apostles; and that after the 
Apostles' days, these successors to the pre-eminent apostoli<?al 
powers began to be styled bishops. Now, here, according to onr 
author, we have a title which is neither the one nor the other; 
and which appears, as a ministerial title, in no other part of 
Scripture. It will not do to reply, that as all the apostles except- 
ing John, who was made the medium of address on this occasion, 
hikl passed away, we may suppose that the appointment of 
their prelatical successors had newly commenced, and that 
these "angels" are a specimen. Why not, then,- call them 
either apostles or bishops 1 Why give them a title intended to 
be applied, as it would seem, in but one ca^e, and then for ever 
dropped ? We surely might have expected some intelligible 
intimation of what was intended concerning so great a subject 
as the names and " orders of clergy," before the sacred canon 
was finally closed ; especially as the transition period from th« 
Apostles to their " successors " had now come. But no ; not a 
word. All is still left in doubt and obscurity. And the truth is^ 
the aspect and character of these addresses themselves do not 
very well correspond with the case of recently appointed 
ofRcers. In reference to at least two of them, there are indica- 
tions of a long preceding incumbency in office, and of sinking 
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down intoIalL^wtirmneis^nd sloth. It is by no m^ans Itkdf 
that, under the eye of inspired apostles, men already in this 
state of moral depression would have been selected to preside 
over churches. In short, the more carefully we examine the 
(case of these " angels," the more all dreams of their affordios 
support to prelacy are dissipated. 

Such is a cursory view of the arguments produced from 
Scripture, by Bishop Onderkonk, in support of the Episcopal 
Glitim. Our only wonder is, that he does not see them to be, 
both in their individual import and in their combined charac^ 
ter, destitute of even the semblance of force. At every step ia 
his progress, unless we are deceived, he has totally and mani* 
festly failed. His method of reasoning, from the beginning te 
the end of his pamphlet, is of the following sort— " This fac* 
admits of an Episcopal construction ; at any rate, it cannot be 
proved that its import is in favor of parity. We may, therefore^ 
lake for granted, or at least it wUl not he questioned^ that it< 
meaning is more favorable to Episcopacy than to parity. We 
are warranted, then, in assuming this point as established. To 
us the proof appears absolute ; but it is enough for a rightly dis« 
posed, mind that it only prepondei*ate. For, let it not be forgot- 
ten, that as it cannot be proved^ it' ought not to be aUowed, that 
any but those who held the apostolical or Episcopal offic^ 
superior to that of mere presbyters, either performed the ordi* 
nations mentioned in Scripture, or are there said to have the 
rifffU to perform such acts." In such Misnamed reasoning as 
this our author abounds; and he so far deceives himself— 
(which we have no doubt he does sincerely) — as to caU it 

DBRIONSTRATION ! 

But has he really proved any one of those points which are 
not merely important, but even essential to the establishment of 
his claim:? Let us, for a moment, look back and recapitulate* 
Has he proved that the ordaining power was confined to the 
Apostles while they lived 1 He certainly has not. The con* 
trary most manifestly appears. In his efforts to establish this 
point, has he proved that Timothy, Barnabas and others were 
apostles in the official sense of that title, because they un*- 
doubtedly ordaiined? Not at all. But in attempting it, he has 
mangled and perverted Scripture, and entirely misapprehended 
the apostolic character. Has he been able to show from 
Scripture that the Apostles, in their peculiar and preeminent 
character, had successors; and that these successors were the 
bishops 1 He has not even pretended, so far as we recollect, to 
produce a single scripture which gives the remotest cQunte- 
nanoe to either of these positions. Has he proved, or rendered 
even probable, that Timothy or Titus was sent to Ephesus or 
Crete, not on a temporary and extraordinary mission, but to 
occupy a fixed and permanent pastoral charge? He has not; 
nor can he do so. For, from the scriptural account of the 
mioistry of those itinerants, it is by no means likely that th^ 
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were in either of those places more than a few months, or per- 
haps, weeks. Has he proved tliat the second epistle to Timo- 
thy was addressed to him at Ephesus at all 7 He has not ; and 
some of tlie most learned commentators have thought it alto- 
gether improbable. Has he given us the least proof that eitiier 
Trmotliy or Titus went to Ephesus or Crete in any higher 
character than that of simple " evangelists,^^ sent on a special 
mission, and charged for that purpose with special powers? 
By no means. The whole statement concerning them agrees 
far better with parity than with preJacy ; nor is there a single 
fact or hint in the history of either which necessarily, or even 
probably, implies the latter. Has he shown that before those 
missionaries went to Ephesus and Crete there were teaching 
presbyters or pastors residing in both those places, who might, 
on Presbyterian principles, have performed the work of ordina- 
tion? Or has he proved that either Timothy or Titus ever 
performed a single ordination alone? He has not produced the 
least proof of either, nor can he do it. Has he proved, or ap- 
proached to the proof, that the " angels" of the seven cliurches 
were prelates? Not at all. Neither their name, nor any facts 
alluded to in their case, give the least intimation that they bore 
this character. The same may be said of every fact and princi- 

Fle peculiar to prelacy which he has attempted to establish, 
nstead of producing direct and palpable scriptural testimony, 
he has been compelled to resort to doubtful conjecture, circuit- 
ous inference, and remote probability, or even possibility. No 
one position is firmly supported. Even if he had been able to 
establish every one of the points above referred to as facts, still 
his main object would have been far from being gained. He 
would still be obliged to show, from Scripture, that all this was 
intended to be a permanent arrangement. This he has not 
done. This, we are very sure, iie cannot do. His premises 
and his conclusion are alike unsound. 

The last remark brings again to our view a most singular part 
of Bishop Onderdonk's argument, to which we before alluded, 
but which deserves a more pointed notice. He grants, (p. 12,) as 
we have seen, that the title of " bishop," in the New Testament, 
is every where applied to ordinary pastors ; and that it was 
after the apostolic age that the title of " bishop" was taken from 
the " second order of clergy, and appropriated to the first." 
When we came to this point in his argument, we felt curious to 
know what scripture he would produce to attest this last point, 
\'fx. that ** after the apostolic age, the title of * bishop' was taken 
from the second order, and appropriated to the first." But, at 
this principal link in his chain of proof, he abandons his pro- 
fessed ground. "As we learn," says he — from whom ? from any 
inspired writer? — not at all — "aswe learn from Theodoret, one 
of the fathers ! " He does not pretend to find the slightest 
warrant in the Bible for this essential part of his argument. 
How are we to account for this? We thought we had been 
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called to investigate the claim of Episcopacy as "tested by 
SCRIPTURE : " and here, for an essential link in the chain of proof, 
we are referred to a writer in the fifth century I We reject this 
proof for several reasons : 1. Because it is not Scripture^ and 
with that alone we have to do at present. 3. Because if this 
change of title had the sanction of Divine appointment, and if 
the rank which it represents iiad been regarded as a matter of 
BO much importance as modern prelatists annex to it, we might, 
Burely, expect to find in the New Testament some intimation of 
what was to take place. 3. Because no one doubts that, in the 
fifth century, when Theodoret lived, prelacy had crept into t^ie 
Church, and was firmly established ; and that the language 
which he employs fell in with the current claims and practice 
of his day. 4. Because, if the testimony of the fathers is to settle 
this point; (against which we enter our solemn protest; what 
cannot be found in the Bible is no law for Christians;) if aa 
appeal m%ist be made to the fathers at all; pray let us go to 
tho»e who lived nearest to " the apostolic age," and who, of 
course, are the most competent witnesses of what took place 
immediately after that age, when this change of title is alleged 
by our author to have been brought in. Does Clemens Romanua, 
does Ignatius, does Polycarp, say any thing like what Theodoret 
is brought to testify ? They lived at the very time when this 
transfer of titles is alleged to have taken place. Does any one 
of tliem speak of it? Not a word. But they say very much Of 
an opposite import. Ignatius says, again and again, that the 

PRESBYTERS SUCCEED IN THE PLACE OP THE APOSTLES. ClcmeUS, . 

who was contemporary with the Apostle John, speaks familiarly 
of the presbyters in his day, as the rulers of the Church, very 
much in the language of the New Testament ; and Irenseus, who 
flourished toward the latter part of the second century, repeatedly 
speaks of presbyters as being successors of the Apostles. Surely 
the representations of these men, though not constituting our 
rule either of faith or practice, are much more worthy of con- 
fidence than the language of those who lived several centuries 
afterward, when it is known that great corruption, growing out 
of ambition and worldliness, had found its way into the Church, 
and when an erroneous nomenclature, as well as practice, was 
notoriously prevalent. 

Such is the result of our author's appeal to the " test of Scrip- 
tare." If he has nroted a single poini pecoliar to the Episcopal 
system, from the New Testament, then we know not what proof 
means. Surely if the inspired writers had been Episcopalians ; 
and, especially, if they had been believers in its fundamental 
importance, as well as in its Divine appointment ; they could not 
have left the subject in their writings — wriiings, be it remem- 
bered, expressly intended to guide the Church to the end of 
time ; — ^they could not, we repeat, have left the subject in so lean 
and doubtful a plight as it would appear from our author's state- 
ment. Bishop Oi^rdofik has evidently examined the Scriptures 
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with the most anxious vigilance, and with the aid of the best 
divines of his Church who have lived for three centuries; and 
he has evidently collected every fact, hint and allusion that was 
capable of being brought to bear witness, ever so minutely or 
remotely, in favor of his cause. And yet the fact is, that every 
impartial reader must see that he has not been able, in regard to 
anyone 'point^ to produce a single scripture, decided and "home 
to his purpose." Now, if Episcopacy had been meant to be 
taught in Scripture, as the only authorized model of church 
order; and if the New Testament had been intended to be a 
sure guide in this matter; can any reflecting man believe that 
the inspired writers would have written as they have done in 
relation to ecclesiastical order? We will venture to say, it is 
impossible ! When they had occasion to speak so frequently 
concerning Christian character and hope; concerning the Church, 
its nature, foundation, head, laws, ministers, and interests ; it is 
truly marvellous, if they had thought as the writer of this 
pamphlet does, that they should not have told us something 
more explicit respecting "orders of clergy;" the mischiefs of 
"parity;" the danger of departure from the regular "succession;" 
and the fundamental importance of contending for an "author- 
ized priesthood." Had their opinions been those of the author 
of this Tract, they could not have been silent, or have spoken 
doubtfully respecting these points. They would have dwelt 
upon them in every connexion ; have repeated them at every 
turn ; and have made this subject clear, whatever .else was left 
in the dark. Now, as it is granted, on all sides, that they have 
NOT DONE Tms; as Episcopalians themselves acknowledge that ' 
NO ONE of the inspired writers has done it, or is at all explicit 
on the subject; it is as plain as any moral demonstration can be, 
that the principles and claims of this pamphlet were then 
UDknown, and, consequently, have no Divine warrant. 
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ANSWER 

TO A 

BEYIEW OP "EPISCOPACY TESTED BY SCRIPTUBE;* 

Jn the Biblical Repertory for April, 1835. 



Some people are prompt, and some tardy; the same with 
periodicals ; and the Biblical Repertory is of the latter class — 
perhaps with good reason. By the Biblical Repertory we mean, 
of course, the author of the Review before us. He informs us 
that "copy after copy" of "Episcopacy Tested by Scripture" 
was sent him, from about the time of its earlSbst appearance, yet 
without waking the energies of his tardy pen ; nay without being 
honored with the perusal of more than " a fourth, or at most, a 
third part of its cimtents." The reason was, that it c|)ntained 
nothing with which he was not " familiar." At length, however, 
in time for the April number of the Repertory, and " within 
twenty* four hours" of the moment of penning his third para- 
graph, he vouchsafes it " a cursory perusal." Why, after leavinff 
it so long unnoticed and unread, say some four years, why did 
the reviewer at length examine its pages, and even bend his 
powers to the labor of a reply? He informs us that it was 
because " the voice of exultation over its supposed unanswerable 
character seems to be, in the Episcopal camiji waxing louder and 
louder," and because "some of the less informed of [his] friends 
may misapprehend the reason of [his] silence." Only the " less 
informed," be it noticed ; the Biblical Repertory, a thick and 
handsome Quarterly, is the vehicle of communication with the 
" less informed " of the Presbyterians ! One might have sup- 
posed that the columns of one of their religious newspapers 
would be the more appropriate channel. Mark also the words, 
" misapprehend the reason of our silence ;" the silence of this 
individual reviewer, for the Tract had been reviewed a year 
before, in the Christian Spectator. Such language, under such 
circumstances, indicates that this writer understood that himself 
was looked to, by more or fewer of the Christian public, whether 
"less" or better " informed," for a reply to this Episcopal essay. 
In other words, while the reviewer, for himself, deemed the 
Tract, for four years, unworthy of notice, there were those whose 
judgment, either made known to him or taken for granted, 
constrained him at length to give his well-trained faculties 
("familiar" with the whole sul^ect) to the task, and to issue 
his production in one of the choicest Presbyterian periodicals. 
If the author of the Tract were vain of it, he would not co.vet a 
greater compliment. 

20 ( 22« > 
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After extracting from the Review such a compliment, and 
with the more direct cortiplimeiita there given us, it may seem 
unkind to say that the tone of the reviewer is that raiher of 
a declaimer than of a reasoner. But as "less-informed" per- 
sons are often caught by positive language, and insinuations 
against the parties opposed, it is our duty to say, that this 
positiveness and these insinuations abound in the production 
before us. Let our timid readers then bear in mind, that it is 
easy to say that no man of sense thinks as Episcopalians do, and 
that our opinions have no countenance whatever in the holy- 
volume; let them be informed, that men who reason are apt to 
regard such saying's, except as they occasionally escape an 
ardent debater, as mere sound, a lordly kind of scolding, resorted 
to when arguments are scarce, or when the current of argument* 
ation is becoming stagnant. The author of the Tract, says the 
reviewer, is under *• the wonderful sway of prefudtce^^ — certain 
of his inferences " would be driven away from any enlightened 
and impartial tribunal on earth : " again, " we confidently assert 
that there is no authority whatever in the Word of God " for 
bishops proper; the claim of deacons to be clergymen, "has no 
foundation whatever in the Word of God:" if this claim '^had 
not been actually advanced, it would never have occurred to us 
as possible that it should enter the mind of any thinking- man : ^ 
again, "the claim advanced in behalf of Andronicus and Janki 

I or Junias] as apostles, i« not only unfounded, but really border* 
ng on the ridiculous;^ yes, "ridiculous," although that claim 
is allowed by Calvin, by Diodati, by Aretius, by others In Poole's 
Synopsis, and is regarded as of equal probability, or more 
than equal, with the other construction, by Hammond* and 
Macknight; yet adds the reviewer, the contrary "is the general 
interpretation of intelligent and impartial comnentators:" 
again, "the manner in which Bishop Onderdonk undertakes to 

dispose of the plain record iis one of the most singular 

examples of evasion and m,anagement that we remember eveir 
to have seen : " again, the opinion that leptffPvre^tov in 1 Timothy, 
means office, the presbyterate, is "fanciful and ridictdous:" the 
word seems a favorite one, "ridiculous;" though the opinion 
has, rn the Tract, the names of Jerome and Ambrose, of Calvin f 
and Grotius, and, in the Answer to Mr. Barnes' second Review, 



♦ Hammond allows this absolutely, on John xx. 21, note b. We here specify f^r 
"this opinion, Menochins, Tirinns, Estms^ Vorstins, and Parsens ; see Poole's 
Synopsis. Add »lgo, Parkhnrtt and Wolfiue, and Whitby, as we understaCMl him ; 
wko cites Chr3rsostom and Theodoret 

t The objection is repeated by this reviewer, that Calvin held a diflferent view 
afterward. Not exactly true ; but if it were, he still allowed this one to be reason* 
able. Dr. Bowden made this reply lon» ago, as the reviewer should have known. 
See also oor second Answer to Mr.'ipaxnes, Dr. Cooke, we now observo, his 
answered still more effectually. (Essay, p. 175; Answer, p. 21.) Tiie Jhostitntss^ 
in which Calvin made tliis concession, were first published before his Commeotaiy, 
in wliich he partly revokes it ; but successive editions of the former, still making 
the concession, were published till " f ve years before he died.'* 
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tbose of a host besides : yet again, speaking of Bishc^ Onder- 
donk's arguments at large, " our only wonder is, that he does 
not see them to be, both in their individual import, and in their 
combined character, destitute of even the semblance of force ; " 
in plainer terms, the reviewer wonders that Bishop Onderdonk 
" does not see " himself to be without " even the semblance '* of 
common understanding. 

Such is the tone — we could make other extracts of the same 
kind— of this Review, in a periodical "conducted by an Associa- 
tion of Gentlemen in Princeton." 

Another feature of this Review is, that it creates men of straw, 
fictitious arguments, in the demolition of which the " less- 
informed " readers will be apt to think that the arguments of the 
Tract are demolished. 1. It is said, that the Tract professes to 
." demonstrate yjow /Sfcnpiwrc," that the name bishop, given in 
Scripture to presbyters, was appropriated afterward to bishops 
proper : and in conformity with this fiction, the reviewer exults 
ivhen he proclaims that this appropriation was proved, not from 
Scripture, but from "one of the fathers." Now, who ever ex- 
pected to prove from the New Testament, an occurrence which 
did not take place till after its books were written ? Or, who, but 
the reviewer, deems this change of a name the " principal link 
in the chain of proofs," or even an integral part of the scriptural 
discussion of Episcopacy ? We proved the recognition of the 
first order in that volume, without reference to its designation : 
that is the scriptural proof of the only important point. How 
or when that order came by the name of bishop, is a mere 
-pffair of history : and as historical authority for the change, we 
adduced the declaration of Theodoret; and also the concession 
of Yidelius, 9. learned Non-episcopalian, that it was as early as 
the lime of Clement of Rome. Does the reviewer contradict 
this authority ? by no means. He only contends that we ought 
to find Scripture — for what? for an event yet future when 
Scripture was written ; in other words, a prophecy — a prophecy 
of what? of a mere change of name! A worthy subject of 
prophecy, indeed! He urges, however, that it related to "a 
matter of so much importance" — importance! we might as 
well ask the Romanists to give us a scriptural prophecy that the 
bishop of Rome would acquire the name of Pope. 

2. It is alleged that the Tract maintains that " the apostles 
aione, while they lived, were invested with the power of ordir 
nation," " and that when their ministry terminated, they left " 
their rank and rights to "their successors:" to demolish thip 
effigy of his own creation, the reviewer replies that " Timothy, and 
Titus, and Barnabas all ordained, and yet they were none of them 
apostles, in the appropriate sense of that title." Now, the Tract 
affirmed that these three ordained, cflr had the power to da so, 
while most of the apostles were living; as also the seven 
"angels," while St. John was living. Wliile any of the thirteen 
.original Apostles were on the earth, these and others were their 
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official compeers ; when they died, these and others were theif 
successors, as coming after them — in the other, sense, their 
succession in sacerdotal standing was from the time they were 
set apart respectively to their high office. The Tract did not 
confine ordaining to those called apostles in Scripture; for it 
ascribed that function to Titus and the seven "angels," who are 
not so designated: it ascribed it to the Apostles, and to certain 
other individuals, not mere elders. May we not ask the 
reviewer, " What does your [fictitious] arguing reprove?" 

3. Some strength of the reviewer, with the aid of the mighty 
name of Barrow, is expended on the proposition, that the 
extraordinary, mirqctdous, and special powers and duties of 
the Apostles proper, were not committed to successors. Who 
said they were? not the Tract certainly; nor any Episcopa- 
lian we ever heard of. And what further proposition does the 
reviewer superinduce upon this argument of straw ? just this — 
" But " — O yes, the Presbyterian, as well as the Episcopalian, 
has something to save out of the smoke of this blank volley-^- 

" But, considering the Apostles cw ministers of CamsT 

they had successors." What an example of much ado about 
nothing ! — of making a speech, and ending at the point started 
from! Neither parly claims succession to the extraordinary 
functions of the thirteen ; but both claim succession to them as 
ministers of Christ." All this was known before. The true 
questions were. What sort or grade of " ministers" succeeded to 
the apostolic ministerial office ? and. Was the superiority of the 
Apostles to the elders an extraordinary and transient arrange* 
ment, or a permanent one in the Church ? To a solution of 
these questions, this part of the labor of the reviewer brings us 
no nearer. The " less informed " may indeed be carried away 
with the torrent of his argument against a shadow, and may 
imagine that because no extraordinary apostolical distinctions 
have descended, there is no basis for Episcopacy ; but this class 
of readers are beginning to be better " informed." 

4. The reviewer, as also did Mr. Barnes, advects to the "post- 
scripts " to the second epistle to Timothy, and to that to Titus, 
" which speak of their being bishops," and very gravely and 
learnedly declares them to be spurious: true — what then? did 
the Tract refer to them ? no : does any Episcopalian put them 
into the scriptural argument? no: does any Episcopalian mean, 
to do so ? no. For what purpose then are they even named in 
this controversy? for none, that we can perceive, except it be 
to make a display, by arguing down what nobody asserts. 

5. On the word " evangelists," the reviewer offers what he 
deems "conclusive proof, as far as scriptural authority goes, 
that the title has no reference to prelacy." So exactly said the 
Tract; an evangelist rtlight be either bishop, priest, or deacon; 
nay, even the laity "did the work of evangelizing;" the title 
did not imply either one of the sacred offices. Why " prove," 
then, that it " has no reference to prelacy ? " why, but to make 
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af Hhdo of proving sdmethiftig, in an argument against fipis- 
eopacy ? 

6. On a question of his own raising — " Why may not Timo- 
thy and 'J'iius have been Presbyterian evangelists?" — ihtf 
reviewer says, that the author of the 'JYact ''doubtless will 
reply, that this cannot be, because none but prelates ever had 
the power of ordaining." An easy way to make answers ! put 
wiiat argument you please into the mouth of your opponeiit, 
and then, assuming it to be his, exclaim, ^ Shall we neirer liave 
done with this constant begging of the question in dispute ?'' 
Let us turn about this weather-cock logic. Why may not 
Timothy and Til us have been Episcojxil evangelists? the 
reviewer " doubtless will reply," that there is no Episcopacy in 
Scripture; and then we, in turn, will "doubtless" eciio hi^ 
rejoinder, *' Shall we never have done with this constant beg- 
ging of the question ? " Such quesiitms aud answers might i>e 
stereotyped, with Uank spaces, and filled up for any contro- 
versy oa any subject. We say that Timothy and 'iitus wt re 
not Presbyterian evangelists, because there is no scriptural evi- 
dence, or no clear evidence, that presbyters ordained ; and no 
scriptural evidence whuiever, that presbyters governed presby- 
ters. That is our *^ reply;" the reviewer has ascribed to u& a 
ficliliotis one. And we see no rea^^qn for liis doing so, but lo 
ejkhtbit to his "less-informed friends" his prowess m knocking 
to pieces a puppet of his own fabrication. 

And now we submit to every one who has read impartially 
the Tract, and this Review of it, whether in our exposure of the 
tone of the latter, in regard to its mere bold assertions and detract- 
ing insinuations, and of its wasted valor upon arguments which 
no one controverts, or which no one offers, we have not taken out 
the larger half of its pith and substance ? We might go further, 
and ask of such readers, whether the reviewer has weakened the 
Tract in any one point? But as this might be deemed an imita- 
tion of him in the error of positiveness, we must reply to his 
reasoning, such as it is. 'Ihis, for substance, is an easy work ; 
but as brief objections often require long answers, we fear thai 
we sentence ourselves to no small labor, and perhaps our readei s 
to more fatigue than may be acceptable to them. Jt is a matter 
of duty, however, and we therefore do not shrink from the i&^K. 

In the tract, " Episcopacy Tested by Scripture," we passed 
over the claims of our deacons, because the discussion was 
unimportant, as compared with the grand one, that of lii^ 
claims of our bishops. But the reviewer brings them into tuy 
debate, and we are content to meet him. That therefore will, 
as with him, be our first topic ; and then we shall take ia hajxd 
his general argument against Episcopacy. 

I. The reviewer takes the usual ground, that deacons were 
fi'st appointed when " the seven " were ordained, in Acts vi. ; 
and that their ([only] duties are there " explicitly aud plaiuly 
stated." We join issue with him on both points. 
20* 
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And hete we begin with the remark, that "the seven" are 
nowhere in Scripture called deacons — not once. Tlie purport 
of this remark is, that, as in all sound reasoning, we are not 
here to look to names^ but to things or facts. That "the 
seven" were deacons, we neither question nor doubt; we judge 
they were such, not from the name, which they have not in 
Scripture, but from their functions. If, however, we can find 
that their functions were exercised by others before them, then 
we say that such ministers as " the seven " existed previously to 
the appointment of these. If also we can show, that when the 
title *• deacons" does occur in Scripture, not a word is said of 
their " serving tables," we think we shall have a strong argu- 
ment that that could not have been the only function of the 
ministers who had this official designation. The passage now 
before us is this, from Acts vi. 

And itt those days, when the number of the disciples was multiplied, 
there arose a murmuring of the Checians against the Hebrews^ because 
their widows were ruglected in the daily ministration^ StaKona, Then 
the twelve called the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said, It is 
not reason that we should leave the word of God and aerv&Staicovttv taJbiea^ 
Wherefore, brethren, look ye out from among you seven men of honest 
report, full of the Holy Ghost and wisdoui, whom we may appoint . 
over this business. But we will give ourselves continually to prayer, and 
to the ministry itaKovia of the word. * ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 

Whom they set before the Apostles : and when they had prayed, they 
laid their hands on them. 

We have inserted the Greek words, that it may be seen that 
they are not used in the appropriate sense. They are applied 
to the " daily ministration," which took place before " the 
seven" were appointed; to the "service" which the twelve 
must have done had they not been appointed; and to the 
"ministry of the word :" in the two former clauses, the appro- 
priate sense might be claimed, were it not that the name " dea- 
con " does not yet appear to have been given, and were not the 
expression, at its third occurrence in the passage, clearly em- 
ployed in the more general signification. It is plain, therefore, 
that " the seven " are not called " deacons," even by impli- 
cation. 

It is commonly supposed, we believe, that before the appoint* 
ment of " the seven," the Apostles performed the office of 
" serving tables ; " but this we deem a mistake. They agreed, 
that "it was not reasonable for them to leave the word, and 
.serve tables." Surely it was just as unreasonable for them to 
do 480 previously as subsequently — and therefore we judge tliere 
were servants of tables (whether with higher functions or not) 
from the lime the property of Christians was put into a com- 
mon fiind, ixom which " distribution was made to every one, as 
he had need.^ So obvious is this consideration, that Matthew 
Henry, Doddridge^ and T. Scott, allow that the Apostles had 
agents Sot tfiis woi^ before this period ; Bishop Stack thinks 
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^ihe nHiiilralioii wm left at large ; " and MoslMin says, << The 
Church was undoubtedly provided from the beginning wiih 
inferior ministers, or dmcona i no society can be without ita 
servants, and still less such societies as those of the (irsi Chris- 
tians were." Here, then, is our first reason for asserting that 
there were such functionaries before **the seven:" the work 
was extensive from the first, among the many thousands of 
eonverts, not a few of whom must have been supported from the 
general fund; and the Apostles would have had to "leave 
the word'' altogether, had they discharged this lower office^ 
which would " not " have been " reasonable." Our next argu- 
Hient for this position ia, that had the " twelve " given their 
spare time, if they at first had enough, to " this business," and 
ye^ afterward found it insufficient, because the number of dis* 
eiples was ^ multiplied," and still multiplying, they would have 
leareely appoifited only " seven " persons to take their place : 
we allow that the contrary supposition is not impossible, but we 
submit that it is iaiprobable \ if so, it is Just as probable that 
there were previously those, not apostles, who performed " the 
daily ministration" of "serving tables," Our tlurd argument 
i<)r this qfmiioa is, that it can hardly be supposed that the 
twelve inspired Apostles would " neglect " any of the poor, and 
particularly that they would be guilty of "neglect" with a 
foriy^ Gt vartiaL aspect, favoring the " Hebrew " widows to the 
uijuf-y of the " Grecian " — the home-born Jewish Christian^ 
nOher than the foreign of Jewish descent True, some coni>' 
mentators allege that the " murmur " was unjust ; but the holy 
record says no such thing ; and the Apostles |}low its justice in 
providing a remedy for the "neglect." We repeat, then, that 
the previous " ministratioB," anS the " negligent " manner of 
fulfilling it, are to be ascribed to other agents than the Apostles. 

The only seeming objection to this view of the case, is the 
expression " but we will give ourselves continually to prayer, 
and the ministry of the word." This, we aay, is but an objec- 
tion ia appearance, for it means no more than " we will per^ 
severe in constant attention to these duties." It does not imply 
that the Apostles had previously given but a partial attention to 
Ihem. We are not certain but we are honored with the concur- 
rence of the reviewer on this point — ^he argues " that the Apos- 
tles considered the duties of this office as of such a nature^ 
that their tmdertaking' to fulfil them, would compel them to 
leave preaching, and devote themselves to the care of money 
tables^" We suppose he means that they had at no time ful- 
filled "thia office;" his argument is decidedly to that effect. 

It follows, we think, from this course of reasoning, that " the 
seven " were appointed to make up the deficiency in the number 
of the functionaries who, till now, had " served the tables " — 
and particularly to meet the claims of the "Grecian" poor. 
Accordingly Mosheim, after mentioning the earlier "deacons,'' 
adds— "These first deacone of the Church, being choaoi from 
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ftmong the Jews who were born In Palestine, were snspeeted 
by the foreign Jews of partiality in distributing^ the ofierings^ 
which were presented for the support of the poor. l*o remedy, 
therefore, this disorder, seven other deacons were chosen by 
order of the Apostles, and employed in the service of that part 
of the church at- Jerusalem which was composed of the foreign 
Jews, converted ia Christianity. Of these new ministers, six 
were foreigners, as appears by their names ; the seventh was 
chosen out of the proselytes, of whom there were a certaift 
number among the first Christians at Jerusalem, and to whom 
it was reason&le that some regard should be shown in the 
election of the deacons, as well as to the foreign Jews." This 
view of the affair of the decxona is just and probable every way. 
It was not a general ^* neglect " that was complained of, but a 
party one, or partiality ; of which the Apostles could not have 
been guilty, but only their agents; and suehol^r agents wer« 
appointed as would remedy this evil precisely. Among ^* th« 
•even" there does not appear to have been one native " Hebrew," 
an omission which, without the construction before us, would 
have invited a " murmur" from the party before favored. The 
number of disciples was great — three thousand on the day 
of Pentecost — five thousand soon afterward — then " multitudea 
of men and women " added-^then the number " multiplied : " 
add to these facts, that large sums were contributed, and that 
the " ministration " of them was extensive, and it will scarcely 
be denied that "seven" men were not enough to superintend 
minutely their distribution. We again affirm, therefore, that 
others besides " t|^e seven " must have performed that function 
before them. 

One corollary to this conclusion is, that if " the seven " were 
deacons because they "served tables," these others were dea- 
cons for the same reason. And thus the first institution of this 
office is not found in the chapter before us. 

A further corollary is, that as "the seven" were ordained^ 
those who were deacons before them must have had a similar 
or an equivalent setting apart. Strange would it have been, to 
have one portion of These officers solemnly dedicated to their 
work, when the other portion had been left without any such 
honor. Ill calculated would it have been to allay party " mur- 
muring," to have the deacons for the Grecians ordained, when 
those for the Hebrews had received no separation. The pre- 
sumption, then, the strong presumption, without a particle of 
evidence to the contrary, is, that the earlier deacons were 
solemnly commissioned to their station in the Church. If the 
Apostles did not conduct previously this " ministration," which 
it seems clear they did not—if others had acted, under their 
general superintendence, in discharging it — then, whatever rea- 
sons existed for setting apart " the seven " (o discharge it, under 
their continued supervision, the same reasons must have required 
4he former agents also to be men set apart to the office. 
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- And now, this portion of our argument advances rapidly. 
There were already, before "the seven" were ordained, men 
who had the same right to be called deacons that they had. 
These men were also ordained, or set apart, or solenmly 
commissioned. Who were these men ? Nothing is intimated 
of such an ordination in the previous chapters of the Acts. But 
there is a yet earlier record of a sacred commission given to 
others than the twelve Apostles : it is found in Luke x. ; where 
it is declared that " the seventy " were " appointed," and sent 
forth to proclaim the Gospel, and that they " returned " from 
their mission. What became of them after their return 1 Not 
a word more is explicitly recorded concerning them. Are we 
to infer then that they abandoned their sacred calling, and did 
nothing further in their ministry? Are we to suppose that 
they are really, as well as apparently, out of sight, in the 
stibsequent parts of the inspired history ? Or shall we rather 
presume, that some of these commissioned men were the deacons 
who officiated before " the seven " were ordained ? To us, this 
presumption appears probable in the highest degree. Indeed, 
the aHernative is, to suppose a previous ordination by the 
Apostles, not hinted at, or to allow that some of these, known to 
have been set apart, were the functionaries we are in quest of. 
We are aware that very many ordinations must have taken 
place which are not recorded, and that this act at the hands of 
the Apostles may, without inconsistency, be supposed of these 
earliest deacons. But we submit that the supposition is needless, 
when we find so large a number of men already ordained or 
" appointed " by the Saviour. 

Our Presbyterian brethren, of course, make here the usual 
objections. Deacons, they allege, were not empowered to 
preach, as " the seventy " were ; and therefore " the seven " 
and " the seventy " could not have held the same office. This 
further topic we now present to the reader. 

And we first ask, Why were deacons ordained at all, if they 
yrdy " served tables," if they were mere treasurers and almon- 
ers? and why ordained by the Apostles? These functions are 
quite common in various departments of society. Vast num- 
bers of persons are constantly intrusted with the money of 
others — clerks, agents, apprentices, servants, the porters of 
counting-houses — with large sums. What is there in such a 
trust to make it probable that apostolic ordination would be 
required, when the trust related to the funds of the Church ? 
Who thinks of a formal induction into such a trust, in any other 
case? — except, perhaps, in some associations, where it is done 
merely for parade — which of course is no analogy to be applied 
to church affairs. All analogy is against the notion that men 
should be ordained, when the one function i«, to have charge of 
money and the poor. The presumptive argument is, then, that 
" the seven," whfNn ordained, were not ordained for this business 
aloTtey but ako for other duties, such as would correspond in 
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sacredness, with that of the very high solemahy with wlilch 
titey were set apart 

Nor are we without sufficient intimations of these further 
dulies. Wiien '^deacons" are mentioned in Scripture by that 
tiile, in 1 Ttm. iii., not a word is said of their having charge of 
money and trie poor— not a hint of ttie sort is given : it is pro- 
bable that this part of their ottice became much less important, 
when the large contributions to the Church ceased to be made ; 
and were it not for the case of " the seven," who yet liave not 
the title, no one would apply such a key to the recital in that 
chapter, of the quali(ications they should possess. On the 
contrary, the passaj^e implies that they were an inferior grade 
of clergymen. Let us examine the proofs of this assertion. 
1. Tiiey were required to ^' hold the mystery of the faith in a 
pure conscience:'' on which qualification Macknight says, and 
refers also to Beza — " Soundness in the faitti being required in 
deacons, it is a presumption that they were sometimes em- 
ployed in teaching; but whether by preaching, or by catechiz-^ 
mg is hard to say. They likewise performed the office of 
readers, in the Church." Doddridge also allows, on a sub- 
sequent verse, that *'it is highly probable deacons might 
frequency officiate as occasional teachers in public assein- 
bites." Scultetus allows this function of deacons more expli- 
citly. (Poole's Synopsis.) 2. Those who " have used the office 
of a deacon well purchase to themselves a good degree." Many 
Presbyterian commentators, the majority of those now wiihia 
our reach, regard this ^^good degree" as advancement to tha 
pastoral office. Those who act well as deacons, may expect to 
be promoted, and made presbyter-bish<^s : no exception is 
made or hinied ; it was the ride that worthy deacons should be 
ordained presbylere; such was the reward of their fidelity, as 
, the word *^ purchase " implies. Is there such a rule, or such a 
reward, in the case of the deacons of parity ? could tliere be 
such a rule, or such a reward, for those who only "served 
tables?" No; the idea is preposterous; for there is no affinity 
between such an office and that of ministers of the word an4 
sacraments ; men may excel, and may improve through their 
whole life, in the stewardship of earthly things, yet be totally 
unfit to be stewards of things heavenly. An affinity then 4here 
0iast be, between the functions of deacons and those of presby* 
ters, or the inspired language before us is incongruous and void 
-^there must be that in '^ the office of a deacon," besides bis 
''serving tables," which, if duly improved, will fit him for "the 
office of a [presbyter} bishop." In other words, the two offices 
must be similar, both sacred, and concerning sacred functions; 
only the former is inferior to the latter — in what particulars we 
shall show hereafter.* We add, in this place, a coincidence io 



* Dr. Campbell wym^** The deaeons WBtfe admitted vary eaiijr, pnkMy 

tlM iim%% of Ike ApettlM, to an inferior part ia tbe taoned Biiiuil«|!^ siMb m 
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phraseology of some weight. St. Paul says, "If any maa 
desire the office of a [presbyierl bishop, he desireth a good 
jcaXov work;" and then, as if to point to that expression, he 
declares, "They that have used the office of a deacon well 
purchase to themselves a good KaXov degree " — the passages are 
translated by Macknight, " an exceUeM work," " an excellent 
degree." We submit that on the very face of the chapter, the 
reference of the latter phrase to the former is highly probable. 
We further suggest, that the expression " a good work " is 
regarded by commentators as very emphatic ; and the Apostle 
would hardly use the same emphatic word wiihin a few verses, 
and apply it to the encouragement of deacons, unless he meant 
that their fidelity would entitle them to a share in the " good 
work" of presbyter-bishops. The deaconship then was the 
first "degree" in the same sacred office of which presbytership 
was the second " degree." 3. It is further declared by St. Paul, 
that those who " have used the office of a deacon well purchase 
to themselves [or obtain] great boldness in the faith which is in 
Christ Jesus." This is mterpreted by Macknight, " great cour- 
age in teaching the Christian faith;" implying that teaching 
the faith was an employment of deacons, as such. And this is 
the true meaning. For, why should the mere servants of tables 
acquire more "boldness in the faith" than the other laity? 
The language evidently imports that deacons were officially 
ctmnected with the Christian faith, were officially occupied in 
studying it, as theologians *by profession, and were (fficially 
pledged to declare and maintain it. If it be objected, that their 
acquiring this boldness and confidence in preaching, may mean 
tlteir having such a quality after reaching the "good degree" of 
presbyters, we answer, that the Apostle speaks of it as pro- 
dv-cedf " purchased," obtained, by " using the office of a deacon 
well:" and this unavoidably implies that declaring the faith 
was part of that office, and that, by discharging this branch of 
the office with fidelity, deacons became such proficients as to be 
able to discharge the same duty with perfect confidence when 
the time of their promotion should come. We think, then, that 
the inference is as clear as any deduced from the Bible, that 
the scriptural deacons were ministers of the word, yet of an 
inferior grade, and preaching with less " boldness," with less 
authority, than they would when advanced to be presbyters; 
they were intrusted with the Gospel, but not fully and finally ; 
their powers, in this respect, were equivalent to those of Qur 
deacons, who preach under a license from their superior. 

On the principle that all who are commissioned to preach 
"the faith," have power to admit men to the visible profession 
of that faith, by baptizing them — which appears a sound rule, 
and indeed to follow by unavoidable consequence — we regard 



attending the pastors in the discharge of the niigious offices, and acting under 
their direction. The deaconship served in fact as a noviciate to the ministry." 
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ihe account of deacons given by St. Paul as including, by just 
inference, their right to stdminister that sacrament. We sup- 
pose that it is allowed, on all hands, that every minister of the 
Gospel may baptize. If then Paul's description makes deacons 
Much ministers, they have that power. And that Paul does 
make them ministers of the Gospel, we have shown, we trust, to 
l>e a moral certainty. 

The only objection adduced by the reviewer, is, that it is not 
required, in this passage, that deacons, like presbyter-bishops, 
h« " apt to teach." The objection is of no force. They were 
inferior ministers,, as yet acquiring their aptness to teach, their 
•boldness" in declaring the faith. When, as deacons, they 
had obtained this boldness, then they were 'vapt to teach," and 
prepared for promotion to the "good degree," the " good work " 
(»f presbyter-bishops. 

Let us now bring back this evidence to the case of " the 
seventy." We suggested the probability that some of them 
were the deacons which the church at Jerusalem had before 
*' the seven" were ordained. The objection was, that "the 
seventy " had power to preach. But this objection we have now 
set asides-deacons, expressly so denominated, had power to 
preach. The reader will of course bear in mind, that '* the 
.seventy " not hemgcaUed deacons, is no more argument against 
htving had that o^c6, than the same fact in regard to "the 
seven " is argument against their having bad it — not once is the 
appellation " deacon " given to them. We think, therefore, we 
l>^tve offered an unexceptionable statement of the condition 
of the church in Jerusalem, in this respect, at the period in 
question. That it had deacons at that period, is every way 
probable. And that these were some of " the seventy," is far 
more probable than that others were ordained, when there were 
so many already commissioned. 

But it will be further objected, that " the seventy " could not 
liave been mere deacons, because they received (Luke x.) the 
same powers, and were to perform the same duties with those 
of " the twelve," (Matt, x.) who were, it is alleged, full minis- 
ters of the Gospel — the reviewer appears to regard both as 
having the same commission. The reply to this objection is 
easy. The ordinary powers Jir*^ bestowed on "the twelve," 
were to preach and baptize, the latter being inferred from the 
fdct that they did so, and from the commission to proclaim 
" the kuigdom of God," which implies the right to admit into 
that kingdom by this initiating ordinance.'*' The same ordinary 

♦ This commission was given to the twelve when they were first called, respect* 
ivcly, by the Saviour ; tliey baptized before John was cast into prison. (John iii. 22 ; 
iv. ^.) The account therefore in Mau. x . and the parallel places, being subsequent 
t> this event, refers only to a mission <mi which they wei'e seat, and a oiia^e 
c:>nceming its fulfilment — and also to their endowment with miraculous powers. 
It is a recognition of the ministerial character tliey already possessed. The ^r«f 
call of several of the tw«>lve is mentioned in John i. 35, ^. Uiat ia Matt. \\\ 18, 
^.} was a subsequent one. (See Macknight.) 
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fiQwerS) 80 far as can be gathered from the holy record, were 
conferred on "the seventy." But (ifter the first com mission o( 
" the twelve," and about the time, perhaps just before ^^ the 
«evenly" were sent forth, the former received, in addition 
to their previous investiture, the power of the keys, (Matt, xviii.) 
the right to admit to communion, or reject from it ; the riglit to 
declare absolution^ or refuse to do so — which included, of 
course, the right to administer the eucltarist, recognised as 
existing in " ttie twelve," at the first celebration of that sacra- 
ment. These further powers " the seventy " received not, as 
such ; they did not receive them from the Saviour, though tliey 
may have been subsequently promoted to this " good degree " 
by the Apostles. Here then we have a body of ministers, com- 
missioned to preach and baptize, but not to exercise tiie 
power of the keys — in other words, an inferior grade of minis- 
ters [proper] of the Gospel — just such as "the twelve" had 
lately been. Their functions correspond precisely with those 
we have detailed from St. Paul, in the epistle to Timothy ; 
without the name, their ojjfice is that of the "deacons" there 
described. And thus vanishes the last objection to the earliest 
deacons at Jerusalem being some of " the seventy." 

Nay more : from this last exposition, we fialher an increased 
probability that such was the fact. This body of miiiisiers were 
" appointed " to the deaconship. Is it to bi> supposed, thai they 
repounced their work when their special mission censed ? Js it 
to b^ supposed that, when the Church began lo be numerotiSj and 
to acquire consistence, and was in need of services in their par- 
ticular station, they had all deserted their Master and hia apostolic 
representatives, their superiors? We think not. Some of ihem 
may have been dispersed over Judea, as part of tiie " ^\^ bund rfd 
brethren" were, when only "a hundred and twenly " were left 
in Jerusalem; but a portion of them were doubileaa in ihai 
city — on the spot — deacons, ready for their workj but of the 
" Hebrew " class, which made it expedient lo clioose oibersj for 
jthe "Grecians" and the proselytes. 

In the fact that "the seventy^* held the office of dcacona, 
we have a full refutation of the plea that Philip, " one of t^le 
seven," must have reached a higher office before he evangelized 
and baptized. The "seventy" evangelized and baptized, with- 
out attainmg a higher oMce. The whole evidence m regard lo 
Philip is, that he was ordained a deacon, and that he preached, 
and administered baptism largely, about a year aftan^ard, and 
ttiat he is called an "evangelist" some twenty -six years Kfter 
these occurrences. If any object, that by this time, he possibly 
had attained the "good degree" of a presbyter, we might let 
it pass, except that it is not in the record , and he is even then 
called "one of the seven."* But this mere possibility, if we 
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* Dr. Campbell regarded the office of evangelist as an extraordinary one^ and 
foppofled it might be held by one whose ordinary office waa that of a deacon. He 
01 
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did let h ptss, of his bdng a presbyter at the vln^ Me perM 
mentioned, does not imply a prbbability of any kind or degree, 
that he had reached that grade in one year from his ordinal ion 
as deacon : for such an aiiegation tve ask evidence ; but tiiere m 
none. We affirm, therefore, that so far as appears from the feicla, 
without any presumption or probability to the contrary, Philip 
preached and baptized as a deacon. It is not in the power of 
man to give any othir scripttiral view of the case. 

As to that of Stephen, we do not read thai he baptized, bet 
neither do we read that he actually served tables ; and if any 
allege that the latter is probable, from the context, we allege that 
the former also is probable, from the other scriptural consider- 
ations we have adduced. All that is recorded of hiro, having 
reference to the point before us, is, that he was conslant^ 
engaged In defending the Gospel ; that he had, as a deaeon 
should seek to have, " great boldness in [declaring] the faifh 
which is in Cbrist Jesds" — "This man," said his enemies, and 
though they were " false witnesses," it was only in the constroe- 
tion of his preaching — "this man ceasethnot m naverat to speak 
blasphemous words against this holy place, and the law : for we 
bave heard him say that this Jesus of Nazareth shall destroy 
this place, and shall change the customs (or riles) which Moses 
delivered us." Does this account agree with tlie notion that tlie 
deacon Stephen was' a mere servant of tables'? He proclaimed 
" Jesds of Nazareth." He declared the very important doctrine 
of the passing away of the Mosaic " customs or rites," by their 
fulfilment in the Christian dispensation. He "ceased not" lo 
do this. The reviewer is mistaken, when he says that Stephen 
^%imply replied to those who * disputed' with him;" he evi- 
dently did more, he made the defence of the Gospel his business. 
Nay, when the " disputers" with him began, Stephen had <»bvi- 
ously been proclaiming already the subjects they undertook to 
"dispute" about; he had already been proclaiming Chriirtianity, 
and inculcating the evanescence of the Levitical ceremonies ; 
topics which belong especially to authorized teachers, and 4o 
them exclusively if present or near at hand, not to laymen. 
Here surely, then, is a preaching deacon, if there ever was one. 
So decidedly does this appear, that Campbell and others say he 
was an evangelist; but without a particle of scriptural atithorKy 
— he had not the title^ though, like "the seventy,^' he did "tlie 
TDork of an evangelist," and that most earnestly and " boldly," 
and while like them, he was officially no more' than a deacon. 
His defence before " the council" is of the same character. 

We have now vindicated, on scriptural grounds, and we trust 
effectually, the claims of otir deacons. Our argument in their 



• Philip is, in another place, bat at a later p«riod, ezpreealy called an evan* 
geliat, Acta xxi. 8. It is worthy of notice, that his office of deacon is there also 
Bamed, that we may not confound them, or ascribe to the one what belonged to t)>« 
otiier." We adduce this extract, as corroborating the opinion that Philip remained 
a deacon till the year 60 ; when, however, he was also an ** emngelist." 
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Mfflif; «§ not indeed 00 perfect ademonstratkm, as ihat in the 
Tract in the came of cor bishops. Yet we deem it fully suffi- 
cient. The ^rand point in Episcopacy, the exclusive rights o£ 
the first order, being proved by a clear induction, what we have 
now oflfered is an ample defence of the subordinate point, the 
rights of the third order. We submit it, without fear, as a 
complete refutation* of the remarks of the reviewer. 

Before leaving the scriptural topics under this head, we must 
exhibit some of them again, briefly, to show their further results. 
We have seen that " the twelve" had at first the rijfht only to 
preach and baptize ; which made them deacons in office, accord- 
ing to 8t. Paul s standard, though, like ^ the seven," without the 
name: there being as yet no occasion, they did not act as 
almoners ; or rather, if fanciful, it is nothing worse, to allege 
that this diaconal function was adumbrated in their dtstribntiniir 
the provisions, when Jesus fed the multitudes. After serving in 
this lower ministry, "the twelve" received the power of the 
keys; by which promotion, they attained the "good degree,*' 
and were commissioned to the **good work," of presbyteI^- 
bishops. All this occurred before the death of our Lord. After- 
ward, after his resurrection, "the eleven" were commissioned 
a third time; Christ "breathed" on them, and said, "Receive 
the Holy Ghost ; " they thus obtained a further, and of course, 
higher power of the keys ; they were " sent " by Christ, as the 
Father had sent him ; he made them the representatives in "all 
the world," in "all nations," of the "power given unto him in 
heaven and in earth ;" and declared he would be "with" them, 
with them and their successors, " always, even unto the end of 
the world;" which intimation of their having successors in 
office, implies their power to create them, i. e. to ordain sucJi 
ministers as themselves, and of course those of the inferior 
grades. This third commission made the Apostles more than 
they were before ; more than presbyter-bishops, which they 
became on acquiring their first power of the keys : in other 
words, it made them apostle-bishops, bishops proper. Here then, 
in the facts of the case as recorded in Scripture, we see plainly 
the thfee orders of Episcopacy — the aposiles rose to their full 
eminence through thf>se "degrees "-^ being first deacons in func- 
tion, then presbyters, and then bishops. And here we are happy 
-to find that the reviewer agrees with us in pcurt. We claim three 
successive commissions for the Apostles — he allows two. He 
speaks of the first " commission given by our Lord to the twelve, 

and afterward to the seventy," and says that it " includes 

what belongs to every minister of the Gospel : " the twelve then, 
according to the reviewer, were " ministers of the Gospel " by 
their earliest commission, whatever was its date. He speaks 
also, in the parai^ph the third previous, of " the finai commi9- 
»^hn Whteh the Saviour gave to the Apostles," after his resur- 
rection, and which, he allows, contains the promise that "is 
coDsiidered as pointing to the ministerial succession." Plainly, 
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then, the reriewer betrrg jadge, we have two «ftereld ea$nmiwtfitm§ 
— and two eommtMions imply two offices, or two grades of 
office : what, alas, becomes of parity ? Two commissions-^Uw 
first made the twelve " ministers of the Gospel " — what did th« 
second make the eleven? — something different? no; they con- 
tinued to be Christ's *' ministers" — something less7 no; they 
lost no power they had received — it follows unavoidably, that it 
made them something more! The first commission inducted 
them into the ministry^ the second commission inducted them 
into something more ; in other words, it made them higher 
ministers than the first did: what becomes of parity? verily, 
she has the coup de grace from one of her own sons^ Two 
commissions, again — the first contained no promise that is ^con* 
tidered as pointing to the ministerial succession," and of course 
implied no power to ordain ; the second does contain that 
promise, and implies that power; the ordaining function i\\ea 
does not belong to the lower ^* ministers of the Gospel,*' butonJy 
to the higher: what becomes of parity? slain already, we can 
only add, that she is now buried — and both at the hands of the 
reviewer ! This done, we ask him, or any other candid investi- 
gator of Scripture, who finds there the two commissions, whether 
he does not rather find the three that we have described — that 
t«i an office equivalent to deaconship^ before the power of the 
keys was given — that to an office equivalent to preabptershrp, 
when that power was added to those before possessed — and that 
to an office equivalent to the episcopate, when the promise 
was added, " which is considered as pointing to the miniateriid 
succession ? " 

Another result, from the scriptural topics we have had before 
us, is to this effect. The " seventy " were ministers without tite 
p<}wer of the keys; in other words, they held the office <tf 
deacons, as defined by Paul. About the time they were thus 
commissioned, ^^the twelve" received that power; in otlier 
words, they were advanced to the office of presbyters. Here 
are those two orders existing tU the same time, during our 
Loan's personal ministrv. Can we not find the highest order 
likewise, at that period? If our Saviour declared that He was 
"sent" by the Father, "a*" himself sent the Apostles, when 
he gave them this highest office, may we not justly regard 
htm as, in this particular sense, as well as generally, the chief 
minister of his religion, while he was on earth ? He is eailed 
^ the Apostle of our profession," or religion, after that word had 
obtained its appropriate meaning, and the apostles were distlft- 
guished from the elders: is it Uien a mere fancy to consider 
bim as the Apostle distinctively, while 'Uhe twelve" were 
elders, and "the seventy" were deacons? In point of feet, he 
had the* powers thus assigned him ; is it not fair, then, as 
a matter of construction, to regard him at the time mentioned, 
as holding those powers in the express relation to his Churoh 
of its chief earthly minister, the highest of the tiiree orders? 
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We wfludd Bot r«0t imy pail of the proof of £pi«cop»cy on Ms 
eonsiruciioQ ; but, with that constitution of the sacred office 
otherwise proved, we deem this a further illustration of it, and 
aleo sufficient evidence that it existed, in its entirerba»§^ during 
our Lord's personal ministry. With this threefold arrangement 
of the Christian priesthood, carried up to the immediate eye, 
and direct appointment of the Saviour, we see clearly its uni- 
formity and unchangeableness. Jesus was made a "priest** 
and a " high-priest " after the order of Melchisedec, when the 
" voice from heaven" proclaimed, "Thou art my beloved Son.*' 
Holdiog thus the supreme commission, lie gives to " the twelve,*' 
first, the lowest one ; and then, promoting them to the middle 
grade, he completes the three orders by substituting for them 
" the seventy.'^ Thus commenced the " bright succession " — 
and thus will it continue " throqgh all the courses of the suu" — 
yes, " always, even unto the end of the world." 

We like the scriptural argument It is always sati«f%ictory, when 
fairly and adequately conducted. But we must quit it now for a few 
moments, to follow the reviewer in l^is excursion to the father 9, fat matter 
against our deacons. And we present this portion of our remarks in a 
different type, that it may not be confounded with the rest of them. 

Hermas is the Reviewer's first authority, whom he cites thus— •'* Some 
were set over inferior functions or services, being intrusted with the care 
of the poor and widows." Let us read the same passage in Archbishop 
Wake's translation, " Such as have been set over inferior ministries, and 
have protected the poor and the widows.'* The reviewer seems to make 
the care of the indigent the only kind of function performed by deacons. 
But the other translation makes that care one among other " ministries " 
apj;)ointed them — and even the reviewer's venrion admits this interpret- 
ation—so that deacons were mtt regarded by ^Hermas as mere servants 
of tables. 

Origen says that deacons '* preside over the money-tables of the 
Church " — he blames those of them who " do not manage well " " this 
business" — and he adds, that '* we are taught in the Acts" that deacons 
" were appointed " to "this function." Who doubts all this, or any point 
of it 7 Origen says not' that they have no other functions. 

Cyprian j^peaks of a deacon who was " deposed " for his '* fhiudulent 
and sacrilegious misapplication of the Church's money," and for with- 
holding the " pledges deposited with him " by " widows and orphans "— ^ 
he regards also, says the reviewer, the transaction in Acts vi. as the Jirst ^ 
appointment of deacons. What conclusion do these citations furnish that 
deacons had no other func^n than the care of the poor I Does not the 
reviewer know that Cyprian says, " Those who believed in Samaria were 
baptized by Ptulip the deacon ? " The same deacon preached to them. 
(Ep. 73; Potter, 248.) 

Ambrose, [rather the commentary ascribed to hfini,] *' speaking of the 
fourth century" says, " The deacons do not publicly preach "—-they might, 
however, for any tfnng that the reviewer cites, teach in their suboidinate 
capacity. But it is to be noted, that Ambrose speaks of this state of 
things as a change from the former one, for he declares, (Potter, 233,) 
" At the b^inning all were allowed to preach (evangelizare ;) but now the 
deacons do not preach publicly " (in poptdo pnedicant) This writer then 
is in our favor. 

21* 
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Chrjrsnstom says, " The deacons hare need of great idUdmn^ tfaiMgli llie 
pireaching of the GJospel is not committed to them." We submit that tliM 
father means the fuU right to pmach the GkMpel : otherwise why mention, 
in this connexion, the " ^reat wisdom " required of deacons 1 He does n«fc 
deny their subordinate right to preach or instruct ; his language im(*Ues 
no more than we have stated. This is the true account of the views of 
Chrysostom, as we learn from the late Dr. Wilson, who says (160) that 
this &ther " has given it as his opinion on Acts vi., that the commission 
was of a special nature, and though their duties were in the first instance 
ministerial, yet they were designed to be preachers^ and did go forth as 
such." 

Jerome calls deacons '^ ministers of tables and widows " — all tme^dofls 
be deny that they were also more '\ No, indeed. The reviewer fori^t that 
this father said, *' Without the bishop's license, neither presbyter nor deacon 
has a right to baptize ; " with that license, both may do it. He forgot that 
Jerome said, *' It is the custom of the Church for bishops to go and invoke 
the Holy Spirit, by imposition of hands, on such as were baptized by 
presbyters and deacons" and that he refers to " the Acts of the Apostles " 
as his authority. He forgot that Jerome calls presbyters priests of the 
inferior degree, and deacons the third degree" of priests. (Cooke^ 
% 154, 247.) 

The Apostolical Constitutions forbid "the deacons to baptize, or admi- 
nister the eucharist, or pronounce the greater or smaller benedictions." Not 
quite accurate : the passage forbids a deacon to " offer " or consecrate the 
eucharist, oo itpoo^tft€i ; but it adds that when the bishop or presbyter ha0 
" offered," the deacon " was to distribute it to the people, not as a priest, but 
as the minister of the priests." Another passage speaks of the bishop or 
priest as distributing the bread, and the deacons following with the cup: 
( Potter, 237 ) " Let the deacon take the cup, and delivering it let him say, 
' The bkKxl of Christ, the cup of life.' " (Wilson, 282.') As to the prohi- 
bition to baptize, if it be not understood, " without the bishop's license," it 
is at variance with Cyprian and Jerome, and others to be now adduced, and 
thus it was a mere arbitrary regulation, not founded on Scripture, or the 
earlier rules of the Church. 

This is all the reviewer quotes from the fathers; and it amounts to 
nothing, either through intrinsic insufficiency, or the force of counter state- 
ments, as we have seen. But to settle the point fully, we shall present 
more of this kind of evidence than we have already placed in the scales 
against our learned opponent. 

Polycarp says that deacons are ''ministers of God, not of men" — in 
other words, they are "ordained for men in thintrs pertaining to GrOD." 

Ignatius declares that deacons are " intrusted with the ministry of Jesus 
Christ ;"(Magn. 6.) — he declares that they are ''the ministers of the 
mysteries of Jesus Christ," and that " they are not the ministers of meat 
and drink, [only,] but of the Church of God " — he regards those who " do 
any thing without the bishop, and presbyters, and deacons" as " without 
the altar:" of course, deacons belonjj to the "altar" (Tral. 2, 7.) — he 
regards deacons as " appointed according to the mind of Jesus Christ ;" 
they belonged to the ministry as modelled by our Lord himself, and were 
not first invented for the emergency in Acts vi. — he recommends that 
" some deacon " be ordained to visit his bereaved Church at Antioch, " as 
the amboModor qfGoD " — and he says, " Philo, the deacon of Cilicia, still 
ministers unto me in the word of God." (Philad. Inscrip. and 10, 11.) 
Let these deacons be compared with those of parity, and with ours : of the 
former, Ignatius obviously knew nothing ; with the latter, he was familiar. 

Justin Martyr writes — " Those whom we call deacons give to each of 
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ftiose %ho are present a poHidti tif the breed tvhkh hath been U^wied, and 
of the unnc mixed with water." (Apol. 85.) 

Tertullian declares, *' The highest priest, who is the bisliop, has the right 
of bajdizing. Alter him the presbyters and deacons^ not lu^wever without 
the permission of the bishop, on account of the honor of the Church." 
(Cooke, $ 183.) 

Tlie 34th Apostolical Canon '' ordains that the bishop have authority 

over the possessions of the Church so that on his authority all things 

may, by the presbyters and deacons, be administered to the poor.^* (Prot. 
Epis. V. 3. p. 383.) Presbyters, then, were servants of tables, without pre- 
judice to the spiritual part of their functions. The same of course may be 
affirmed of deacons. Again : the 74th says, "Let a bishop, or presbyter, 

or deacon, engaging in war be deposed." Why might not a deacon, 

if but a lay one, such as those of parity, take a commission, and '* engage in 
war 1 " The prohibition shows the full sacredness of the office and duties 
of the deacon mentioned in these Canons. 

The Council of Eliberis, C. 77, — " It is ordained that those who are 
baptized by a deacon, without the bishop or presbyter, shall afterward be 
confirmed by the bishop." Again : " Presbyters and deacons are forbid to 
give the communion to those who had grievously offended, without the 
command of the bishop." (Schol. Arm. i. *J9.^ 

The Council or Synod of Ancyra allowed, tnat deacons who lapsed under 
persecution, and afterward repented, might be "received" — "but not 
asrain to adminbter the bread or the cup. or to preach Kiipuffauv." 
{Dr. Wilson, 10*2.) 

The sixth general Council, called Quinisextum, (Can. 16,) declared that 
the precedent of the seven deacons " did not affect the nuntber or the office 
of the deacons who ministered in the mysteries" or as Slater translates it, 
(204,) "at the altar of the Church." 

We have now adduced evidence enough of this sort, to overturn all that 
the reviewer hta brought forward : probably all that be ever can. We have 
shown that the whme voice of antiquity, without one clear exception, 
declares the deacons to be, not merely servants of tables, but inferior ministers 
of the word and ordinances. 

II. We proceed to the general argument of the reviewer 
against the claims of Episcopacy, as they are supported in the 
Tract. 

Here we first notice the remark, that, while we affirm the word 
•* bishop," as found in Scripture, to refer to presbyters in all 
cases, Dr. Hammond makes both " bishop " and " elder " refer to 
bishops proper ; and supposes the second order, presbyters, to 
have been instituted after the apostolic age. In this opinion, we 
know not that Dr. Hammond has been seconded by any one. 
Neither do we deem his argument on the subject, as given in a 
Note to Acts xi., either conclusive or just. 1. A great portion of 
it, if not the greater portion, is built on the slippery ground of 
mere names of office. Thus, bishop and elder are identified in 
Titus i. ; therefore the elders were bishops proper ; whereas the 
inference is just as good, that the bishops were elders proper. 
Thus again, Clement of Rome says the Apostles orJained some 
of their first converts bishops and deacons ; ergo^ they ordained 
no presbyters ; but as Clement wrote in the first century, his 
use of the word bishop must be understood as iu Scripture. 
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2. Because Paul and Barnabas brought the offerings of th^ 
Church to the " elders " in Judea, and the Apostolical Canonis 
assiia;n authority over the church property to bishops, Ham- 
mond argues that these elders were bishops proper. But were 
this granted, it would not follow that there were no presbyters 
in Judea ; the only result would be, that " elders " was a genercd 
designation for the clergy, including all the orders, as appears in 
other passages : the same remark applies to the extracts wuich de- 
clare the "presbytery " in 1 Timothy to have consisted of bishops. 
Besides; if the apostolical canons are evidence that these elders 
niust have been bishops proper, to entitle them to receive the 
church property, they are equal evidence that the "presbyters" 
of whom they every where speak, were known to Scripture; for, 
deny that presbyters, being found in these canons, must be 
found also in the New Testament, and it may equally be denied, 
that their setting forth Episcopal authority over the sacred 
treasury, is a proof that the scriptural elders, having charge of 
it, held the Episcopal office : the reference, therefore, to these 
canons, either esiablishes the inspired institution of presbyters, 
or else renders nugatory the allegation that the elders in. ques- 
tion were bishops proper ; and whichever of these be the result, 
it is fatal to Dr. Hammond's argument. 3. The only explicit 
authorities he adduces, are Epiphanius, of the fifth century, and 
the Greek Scholiasts. The former says, that when the Apostles^ 
* at the beginning of their preaching," found " those that were 
fit for it, bishops were constituted ; but while there was no mul- 
titude of Christians, there were found none among them to be 
constituted presbyters : " but these latter notions are fallacious ; 
"multitudes" were usually converted in every place, and so 
there was a fair opportunity to select presbyters; and that per- 
sons fit to be bishops could be found, and none fit to be presby- 
ters, is incredible on its very face. In a subsequent part of the 
note, Epiphanius is quoted for "Timothy's power over the 
preshyteray The other authority affirms, "The Apostle left 
Titus to constitute bishops, having first made him bishop ;" and 
therefore the elders mentioned in Titus were all bishops proper, 
none of them presbyters : but this conclusion does not follow ; 
it satisfies the language to say, that the Scholiasts included both 
orders, as many do, under the appellation " bishops" or " elders." 
4/ The rest of Hammond's note is but construing the sacred and 
other writers according to his theory. 

Against this theory we adduce several fatal objections. 1. We 
have shown it to be highly probable, far more probable than 
the theory before us, that "the twelve" were presbyters in 
fact, though without the name, before our Lord's death. 2. If 
we adhere to the authorized translation, * elders in everv" 
church," (Acts >iv.,) there were several in each church, which 
is inconsistent with the idea that they were bishops. 3. The 
ciders sent for from Ephesus are called "the elders of the 
.church," CActs xx.,) one church ^ain^ with many elders, a 
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feet irreconcileable with the theary of their episcopal* ohajr- 
actcr. 4. When Paul and his company were received by 
James at Jerusalem, tffe day following their arrival, " all 
the elders were present;'* (Acts xxi. ;) all the bishops of 
Judea, James being their metropolitan, argues Dr. Hammond: 
but is it credible, that all the bishops of ail Judea could have 
been summoned to meet Paul, and have reached Jerusalem 
"the day following" his arrival in that city? no, they were 
elders on the spot, presbyters under James. 5. Paul mentions 
to the Corinthians their " ten thousand instructers in Christ," 
their " ministers of Cbrist," and desires these to " take heed how 
they builded" on his foundation: is such language consistent 
with the opinion that the Corinthian church had no presbyters? 
6. To "the church of the Thessalonians," the one church, 
Paul says, " Know ihejn which labor among you, and are over 
you in the Lord:" several ministers in one church — were they 
all bishops? the supposition is incongruous. 7. Titus is 
charged to "ordain elders in every city," a 'plurality in each 
city, the authorized translation being the judge; were they all 
bishops proper ? no, for the same reason. 8. So of the church 
at Philippi, it had its " bishops and deacons," a 'plurality of the 
former as much as of the latter; they surely were no more 
than presbyter-bishops ; though not called • elders,* they must 
have been of that grade. 9. James desires the sick to " send 
for the elders of the church, and let them pray over Aim," &c. ; 
if " the church " means the particular congregation to which 
the sick man belonged, there were several called elders in that 
one congregation ; if it means the diocese, there were several in 
one diocese; and both suppositions are fatal to the theory 
before us : if the bishops of several dioceses were meant, then 
they jHust assemble from various distances to pray over and 
"anoint" a sick person; which is a supposition wholly out of 
proportion, and which, if miraculous cures were frequent, mtist 
have witlidrawn the bishops from their proper functions, to be 
constantly travelling about in company among the sick of the 
dioceses in their respective neighborhoods. The only rational 
construction is, that these elders were presbyters, and also 
perhaps deacons. 10. The Saviour rebuked the " seven anji^els" 
of the Asiatic churches personally, not by St. John as if the 
metropolitan of those bishops, but merely as His secretary ; and 
this shows that he was not their metropolitan, as is by some 
imagined. It is also a strong argument against there having 
been any such functionaries so early as the scheme before us 
requires. And when to this is added the fact, that each of 
these "angels" is separately addressed, not through him of 
Ephesus, it is clear that the latter was not their metropolitan, 
as is presumed by Hammond in regard to Timothy, and as is 
essential to make the " bishops" spoken of in 1 Timothy bishoprs 
proper, placed under him as their archbishop; without this 
further hypothesis his theory must fall:. But it is |>hiin, front 
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wluit has been said, that there was no archbishop in Ephesos, 
even so late as the year 96 ; of course, none was there in 65 ; 
and thus the ^'bisliops" mentioned ^t this earlier date, as 
governed by Timothy, yet without his having metropolitan or 
archiepiscopal rank, could have been only presbyters. 

We have sufficiently refuted, we trust, this opinion of Dr. 
Hammond, who, learned as he was, does, like Jupiter himself, 
occasionally " nod : " accordingly, he has not been followed in 
tliis matter by any writer known to us. We have shown also, 
we hope, that his theory is not so sustained as to present the 
least objection to the rule, that the "bishops" so called in 
Scripture, are always to be accounted presbyters. That they 
had a superior over them, our Tract has shown. And we now 
proceed with the further remarks we have to make on the 
review of that production. 

These will be much abridged by our having already offered a 
sufficient exposure of this review, or sufficient replies to most 
of its arguments. 1. We have exposed its tone of positive 
assertion, of refuting propositions made by no one, and of 
derogation from the intelligence or the candor of Episcopalians. 
Take these away, and there will remain but little that has even 
the semblance of reasoning. 2. The apostleship of Timothy, 
whicii this reviewer denies, has been sufficiently proved in our 
answers to the Rev. Mr. Barnes. Our readers, of course, do not 
wish to traverse that ground again. And if the reviewer still 
feels interest enough in the subject, to honor with his perusal 
our piece in the last Protestant Episcopalian, he can ju^ge for 
himself whether we are over sanguine in our estimate of it. One 
new remark, however, we perceive, and will answer it briefly — 
apostles are " distinguished " from evangelists ; Timothy is 
called an evangelist; and this "precludes the possibility of 
our considering" him as an apostle. Now, the rule is, that the 
greater office includes the less, both being the same in kind; 
if, tlierefore, the evangelists were officers, the apostles, being 
higher officers, were evangelists also, as they were elders like- 
wise, and deacons; while yet mere deacons, elders and evange- 
lists were not apostles — Timothy was both an apostle and an 
evangelist. If, however, evangelists were not officers, as such, 
the objection of the reviewer vanishes. Apostles are "distin- 
guished" from " prophets," and from " teachers ;" yet Paul the 
apostle is called both a prophet and a teacher in Acts xiii. So 
much for the reviewer's positiveness — "precludes the possi- 
bility!" 3. His earnest plea, that bishops do not succeed to 
the extraordinary powers or privileges of the Apostles, we 
have already shown to be a refutation of what nobody, no 
Protestant at least, affirms. And his repetition of the fancy, 
that none but the special witnesses of the-resurrection could be 
apostles, he will find disposed of in our answers to Mr. Barnes. 
To adduce Dr. Barrow for this notion, is to make him appear 
to maintain what in fact he does not: that divine argues 
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agWMt the RoRiaiiista, that the thirteen principal Apostles hdd 
eertaiQ privilej^es which did not and could not aescend by 
succession, and that thus tiie pope, arrogating some of these 
privileges, arrogntes what does not belong to him ; for in tit is 
sense, St. Peter had no successors. But that bishops inlierit 
the ordinary rights of the Apostles Dr. Barrow expressly allows, 
even to '* a universal sovereign authority, commensurate to an 
apostle : " he quotes Cyprian as " affirming that the bishops do 
succeed St. Peter and the other Apostles by vicarious ordina- 
tion ; that the bishops are apostles" — and as saying that ^^in 
Episcopacy doth reside the sublimfe and divine power of 
governing the Church, it being the sublime top of the priest- 
hood.^ (p. 125, 193.) Let not Dr. Barrow be misunderstood; 
he says not one word, either directly or indirectly, in favor of 
parity. 4. On the "superiority of the ministerial power and 
rights" of the apostles over elders, we remarked— after showing 
the untenableness of other theories — that it " would not be 
questioned." The reviewer starts at the assertion ; and well he 
may, for it leads to the inevitable demolition of his theory of 
presbytenal " power and rights." He recoils, as naturally as 
wisely, and declares, " We certainly, however, do question it." 
Very well— our proposition is questioned — by whom ? by the 
reviewer — we must subtract a unit from our sum total — we 
stand 1000 instead of 1001. Mr. Barnes does not deny it, so far 
as we perceive. Calvin asserts what we say " will not be 
questioned;" the Divines in the Isle of Wight assert it; 
Matthew Henry asserts it ; Dr. Campbell asserts it ; Dr. Miller 
asserts it; the late Dr. Wilson asserts it. All this the 
reader will find in our replies to Mr. Baxnes. We now add 
Poole's Synopsis, Burkitt, and Adam Clarke; which see. And 
we make our stand on this authority, for the declaration *'lt 
will not be questioned," till a name is given us which will 
show that further inquiry is worth our trouble. 5. To our 
second answer to Mr. Barnes we refer, likewise, besides to the 
Tract, for a mass of proofs that the text which speaks of " the 
laying on of the hands of the presbytery " is enveloped in too 
much doubt, to be made the basis of any argument on the 
question before us. Nay, we refer to this reviewer himself, 
who gives the following abstract of what is said in the Tract on 
this passage, without attempting to refute a single portion of it. 
He is content to put in italics^ and so produce a caricature 
coloring, some of the words which we shall give in plain letters, 
that the argument may be seen unperverted ; he is content to 
call it a " wonderful jingle of words," " inferences perfectly 
inconsequential and unwarranted ;" but as to reasoning against 
it, that the reviewer leaves untried. Here is the abstract; we 
thank him for it ; we adopt it, except the unauthorized expres- 
sions which we place in brackets, and have only to request 
our readers to go for its proofs and illustrations to the Tract 
kself. 
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" It cannot be proved that the Apostle, -when he speakfl of the ' hands ef 
the presbytery ' being laid on Timothy, refers to his ordination at all. It 
is [perhaps,] more probable, that it refers to his being set apart to a special 
[and temporary] service : or it may be understood to mean, (if it does refer 
to his ordination) that he was set apart, by the laying on of hands, to ' the 
presbytercUe,^ that is, to the office of presbyter. Yet, even if this be supposed, 
as the title of presbyter, as used in the New Testament, means any thing 
and every thins in ecclesiastical office, it may be here construed to mean 
something higher than a mere presbyter, strictly speaking; [therefore] 
there is at least as much evidence that it means a prelate as a presbyter. 
Besides, for any thing we know to the contrary, the ' presbytery ' which 
officiated on this occasion, ^ may have consisted of apostles only, or of one or 
more apostles joined with others ; * as the Apostle speaks, in another place, 
of having laid his own hands on Timothy. If this be so, it cannot of 
course be claimed as a Presbyterian, but was an apostolic ordination. We 
may be considered, then, as having proved, that presbyters alone did not 
perform the ordination, granting the transaction to have been one ; but that 
an apostle actually belonged, or else was added for this purpose, to the body 
called a * presbytery.' It is also worthy of notice, that St. Paul makes the 
following distinction in regard to his own agency and that of others in this 
supposea ordination, 'by the putting on of my hands' — 'with the laying 
on of the hands of the presbytery.' Such a distinction may justly be 
regarded as intimating that the virtue of the ordaining act flowed from 
Paul ; while the presbytery, or the rest of that body, if he were included io 
it, expressed only consent. On the whole, the language here used requires 
us to believe that a minister of higher rank than an ordinary presbyter 
was present and officiated in this ordination^-or what is said to be the 
ordination of Timothy. At any rate, the Episcopal theory is at least as 
good a key as that of parity to the meaning of the word * presbytery ; ' and 
considering the above distinction of ' 6y ' and ^wUhy^ our theory is obviously 
the better of the two." 

" It is doubtful whether either of these [femous] passages refers to the 
ordination of Timothy or not. If either or both have such a reference, they 
[* admit of an interpretation quite as favorable to prelacy as to parity ; ] 
therefore, as [some] other jpassages of Scripture [seem toj wear an aspect 
[more] favorable to prelacy [than parity,] we are bound to interpret these — 
which are acknowledged to be [still more] doubtful — in the same way." 

Perfectly astonished we were to find such a train of argunnent 
against the chief text for parity — distorted even as it was with 
sly additions and italics—in a defence of that form of the minis- 
try. And if all the readers of the Biblical Repertory are not of 
the "less-informed" class, there will certainly be some partici- 
pation in our surprise, among those who can distinguish betweea 
an argument and the perversion of it, and who are not overborne 
by sweeping positiveness. Su(*h readers will observe, that not a 
syllable of reasoning is offered against this abstract — not one. 
The grand text for Presbyterians is left unextricated from the 
dark accumulations of doiibt, which make it unfit to be brought 
into tMe discussion — accumulations, which we have pretty largely 
exhibited in our reply to Mr. Barnes, and to which the reviewer 
himself has added, by this almost faithful copy of some of them 

* Our assertion was, they are " more consistent with Episcopaey." ' 
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from onr Tract, with no weightier objection ajsrainst them, than 
some touches of misrepresentation and caricature, and the arro- 
gant assertion that they should " be driven from any enlightened 
and impartial tribunal on earth, as unwortliy of an answer." 

One of the main holds of parity on Scripture is thus left unsup- 
ported by the reviewer. As little protection is extended by him 
to the only other two scriptural expositions attempted in its 
behalf. The " transaction at Antioch " — in Acts xiii., which has 
often been represented as a Presbyterian ordination, but which 
Mr. Barnes ingenuously declares not to have been an ordination 
of any kind, and which Dr. Miller, in his late Tract, seems also 
to surrender — this "transaction," though dwelt upon largely in 
" Episcopacy Tested by Scripture," the reviewer passes by in 
perfect silence. And, if silence gives consent, we must conclude 
that he cannot gainsay our reasoning on the case. The third 
allegation from Scripture, in favor of parity — that in the act$ 
of ordination there clearly recorded, a flurcdity of ordainers offi* 
ciated — the reviewer notices not except oiice, merely in passing* 
The allegation is good for nothing : because— 1. The ordainers 
in tI]Ose cases were all apostles, which fact gives no support, but 
rather is opposed, to the exercise of that function by mere pres- 
byters; 2. The rifrht to ordain is recognised as existing in 
Timothy and Titus indimducdly ; and, 3. It follows that it exist- 
ed in all the apostles individually. So much for the "plurality" 
argument. And so much for all the three argiTments — the only 
three — that our Presbyterian brethren think they find for their 
ministry, in the holy volume. 

The reviewer would enlighten us on the distinction between 
aroffroXoj (apostlc) in " the official^ and the lax or general sense 
of this term "—adding, that "the learned translators of our 
English Bible, though themselves zealous Episcopalians, seldom 
fail to recognise" this distinction. Very well. Have we used 
the word "apostle" in any passage of Scripture where the trans- 
lators have not given it? no, not once, in any part of our own 
argument. We call BamabUs an apostle, because the translators 
give him that designation, twice positively, and twice, at least, 
by implication. (Acts xiv. 4, 14; Gal. il. 8, 9; 1 Cor. ix. 6,6.) 
We call Silvan us and Timothy apostles, because the translators 
do so. (1 Thess. ii. 6.) We call Andronicus and Junia [or 
Junias] apostles, for the same reason, under a fair construction 
of the passage.* (Rom. xvi. 7.) We speak of the "false 
apostles " by that title, with the same authority of the trans- 
lators. (2 Cor. xi. 13; Rev. ii. 2.) Let the reviewer, and his 
Presbyterian friends, adhere to this rule, as we have done, and 
these will be so much less remaining of the controversy. 
Besides : when Barnabas, Silvanus and Timothy are called 
apostles, they are so called in conjunction with Paul ; which 
shows the three former to have been apostles officially, as the 

* Add, Ibr this, BqcVb Dictionary, and Selden, as quoted by Wolflai. Also, Bishop 
Wliite on the Catechism, p, 440 ; Dr. Turner ob Hoaians, p. 102; and Coyerdale 
who translates, «* which are awncient apostles." 
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IftHer wfts. So with regard to the false apostles: these^ after 
comparing himself with " the very chiefest Apostles," Paul con- 
trasts with ''the Apostles of Christ:" they claimed this desig- 
nation in the same official sense that it belonged to Paul and all 
others who had the genuine apostolic character. Instead of 
Bseeting us on this view of the point, the reviewer argues against 
regarding as apostles those whom the translators call '' messen- 
gers" — a topic which our disquisition has not touched. On the 
apostleship of Barnabas^ and the case of the false apostles, he 
does not argue at all. 

We drew a comparison, in our Tract, between the address of 
Paul to the elders of Ephesus, and his epistles to Timothy, 
showing that while the former were to " tend," i. e. feed and 
rule ihejloch, the latter was to rule ihem^ and ordain others 
like them. What is the reply of the reviewer ? He says, " We 
might have expected great diversity in the mode of address in 
these two eases, because the circumstances of the persons 
addressed were essentially different,''^ Let this be noted — there 
is "great diversity" between the address and the epistles. 
What was the reason for it? because "circumstances" were 
"essentiaUy different:" because Timothy was an apostle-bishop 
say we ; because he was an " evangelist," says the reviewer — 
the old plea revived which Mr. Barn^ so honestly and judi- 
ciously avoided. Must we open again, then, the argument on 
this futile plea > We deem it unnecessary to do so. after what 
we have written in the postscript and notes to the Tract, and in 
our replies to Mn Barnes.* We will only notice one point in 
which the reviewer has miserably exposed himself. He goes 
to Eusebius, and quotes what relates to the migratory part of 
the duties of evangelists, and their ordaining; but he omits to 
quote— what? the very hinge of the appeal to this father's 
authority. These evangelists "obtained," says Eusebius, "the 
jEr«/ */e/> To|iv of apostolical succession," according to the transla- 
tion used for our Tract, or according to Mr. Cruse, (p. 123,) 
they "held the^rs^ rank ra^iv in the apostolic succession!'' 
What shall we think of the boldness of a writer who makes 
such an amission, with the Tract before him, and in the hands 
of thousands ! and with Eusebius before him, for he gives a yet 
different translation! it is enough to rouse the honest indigna- 
tion of even the least "informed" of his readers. And what 
shall we think of a writer, who, with this sin of omission, a 
downright suppressio veri, fresh on his conscience, swallows it 
fearlessly, and then lifts loftily his head, and ascribes " evasion 

*Scultetus, from Zuin^lraa, regards an evangelist as a [presbyter] hiahap or 
potior. (Pa Syn. on 2 Tim. iv. 6.) Piscator caUs Philip the Evaqgelist merely a 
pitcher of the Gospel, "praco evangelii;" and regards those In Eph. iv., and 
2 Tim. iv. as tlie same. (Do. on Acts zxi.) Aretius on this passage says, *< These 
appear to be ministers of particular ehureheM, and teachers of tike schools : wbieh 
Pantcnus was, Basilius, and others." A. Clarke (on 2 Tim. iv.) allows Au»ng>l |rt< 
to bMTQ be«u only preachers. All these authorities are JJon-epiacopaiiaiv 
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and management," and "undertaking ta dispose of the pMa 
record," to his opponent! Ttiere are not many theologians 
who would do all this: 

The reviewer allows a " great dirersity " between the addregs 
to the elders and the epistles to Timothy; he allows thai the 
"circumstances ^ of the two parties were " essentially different.'' 
But he alleges that " Timothy was obviously sent on a tempo- 
rary mission," to " rectify disorders," &c., in a " collected and 
officered flock." Notice here — the church of Ephesus was 
" officered," had presbyters— it was fully constituted, on the 
Presbyterian theory. Farewell then to the old plea, that it had 
no clergy when Timothy was placed there, and that he was 
thus stationed to ordain clergy for the chqrch, and then leave it 
to Presbyterial government. They* fiad Presbyterial govern- 
ment already, says the reviewer, and Timothy was sent wKh 
evangelical government, so called, to "rectify disorders.'- — 
Now, if Presbyterial government is liable to fall into " disorder," 
and is without the intrinsic power to " rectify " il — so glaringly 
deficient, as to require the superinduction on it of another kind 
of government exercised by one individual put in uuthotily 
over the presbyters— then there is a most weighty presumption 
against its being the one chosen by Christ or his Apostle*— and 
there is a presumption equally strong, that the so-called evan- 
ffeliccU government, that of an officer superior to presbyters, 
must rather have been the one they instituted, seeing it was 
used by them, the reviewer being judge, as a remedy for the 
mischiefs arising under the other supposed form. The lia- 
bility of churches to "disorder" is not "temporary," it is 
perpetual; and actual "disorder" frequently occurs: is it 
probable, then, that the remedy for it would be " temporary ? " 
No ; what the reviewer calls government by " evangelists " is 
necessary in all ages, and was to endure through all ages. 
What else is meant by the injunction on Timothy to '' keep 
his commandment," or fulfil his charge, "/t// the appecu- 
ing of our Lord Jesds Christ?" Have the Presbyterians any 
such officer as Timothy — an " evangelist " with power over the 
presbyters of an "organized church," of a "collected and 
officered flock," or over such a church itself? no, nothing like 
h. They send their " evangelists " into " destitute settlements," 
and like places — not into the Synod of Philadelphia, or 
either of its presbyteries, be their "disorder" ever so great. 
The reviewer says they have the "evangelists" of Eusebius — 
we think otherwise — but at all events they have not the " evan- 
gelists " supposed to be found in Holy Scripture — such officers 
as Timothy was. Let them make the experiment — let the 
General Assembly send an "evangelist" into the Synod of 
Philadelphia — let the Synod of Philadelphia send an " evange- 
list " into either of its presbyteries — to " charge some that they 
teaeh no other doctrine," to have supreme authority in ordain- 
ing presbyter-bishops and deacons, to " command and teach ^ 
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eoncertiing the doctrinerf^to be inxmlcated;to " receife acctMstimtflh 
against elders," to " rebuke" those of them " that sin," to "ttirn 
away" authoritatively from the perverse, and to "keep th» 
egmmandment until the appearing of Christ" — let such an^ 
"evangelist" be sent into any synod or any presbytery of th« 
Presbyterian communion, and every member of them will 
regard the mission a& an insult, as an infringement of their 
rights, as an attempt to "lord it over Goo's heritage:" send 
your "evangelist," they will exclaim, where Eiisebius says he 
should go, not where Scripture declares Titnothy to have 
been sent — to "destitute settlements," not to "organized and 
officered" churches. Try this experiment, and we shall see 
the fallacy of this w1)ole Presbyterian argument — ^the alleged 
"evangelist" of Scripture will be rejected, as pjositively »i 
bishops are, and Eusebius, as they would read him, w^ill be 
honored over the head of Paul. The reviewer also will disco- 
ver his egregious mistake, in saying, "There is nothing repre- 
sented in Scripture as enjoined upon Timothy and Titus, or a» 
done by them, which is not perfectly consistent with Presbyte- 
rian principle and practice." How luckless an assertion ! " per- 
fectly consistent ! ! " O most positive reviewer ! 

Be "evangelists" what they may, Presbyterians do not send 
them to "organized and officered" churches, with authoritjr 
over the clergy. Timothy was sent, to such a church, tlie 
reviewer being judge, and with such authority. Therefore 
Timothy was not an " evangelist" of the Presbyterian kind. 

Be " evangelists " what they may, Timothy and other officers 
like him, were to exercise such authority " till the afjpearing of 
our Lord Jesos Christ." This is a final condemnation of the 
fancy, that such an office as that of Timothy was but " tempo- 
rary." What answer does the Presbyterian give the Quaker, 
alleging that the visible eucharist was but a "temporary" insti- 
tution? he replies. We are to "show the Lord's death till he 
come,^^ What answer, then, will the Presbyterian give the 
Episcopalian, when, to confute the notion that Timothy's office 
was a "temporary" one, he appeals to the solemn charge of 
Paul, " Keep this commandment tUl the Lord appears?-^ What 
answer to this ! The argument was advanced in a note to the 
Tract J but neither Mr. Barnes nor this reviewer has seen fit to 
notice it. "Expressive silence!" 

As to the objection that Paul says nothing of a bishop proper, 
or rather of the want of one, to the Ephesian elders — why should 
he have done so 1 His leaving them did not deprive them of the 
apostolical Episcopacy, as exercised at large — and this they 
knew very well. Episcopacy as exercised by restraint, each 
bishop having his particular diocese, was only another arrange- 
ment of the same ministry. James was bishop of the diocese 
of Jerusalem. With this exception, we read, perhaps, of no 
dioceses till the special connection of Timothy with Ephesiis, of 
Titus with Crete, and of the * seven angels ' with their respeptire 
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c^arches. And even if these nine are not allowed to hare been 
diocesans, it still is no proof that they were not bishops proper. 
That proof we derive from the record of their powers; and those 
powers were theirs fully and for life, whether exercised in any 
one place for a week, of for " many months," or for "years," <>V 
till they descended to the tomb. They had the ^^prelatical char- 
acter ; " the question whether they exercised it under diocesan 
restrictions, is one of no moment whatever in our controversy 
with Non-episcopalians — it concerns not them, but only our owii 
communion. The point is — Do we find bishops proper in Scrip- 
ture ? And this our Tract has /ully settled. 

" But did either Timothy or Titus ever, in a single instancr, 
perform the work of ordination alone?" asks the reviewer. 
Really we do not know : but should we ever see the first epis- 
copal records of the Ephesian and Cretan churches, we will give 
him the information. These records being lost, neither he nor 
we can say whether they "ever, in a single instance,^* ordaiin-d 
alone, or whether they " ever" ordained at all. But this we can 
say — the power of ordaining was given to them, and to then 
individually — "Lay thou hands suddenly on no man" — " f e 
same commit thou to faithful men" — "that thou shoulrlf^'t 
ordain elders in every city " — "this charge I commit unto thee.^'* 
Such scriptures, one would think, are plain enough. Not, how- 
ever, to the reviewer. He replies, " We know that Mark was 
with Timothy, and that Zenas and Ap>ollos were with Titu«. 
Who can tell but that these ecclesiastical companions took pan 
in every ordination ? " Without meaning to be over positive, w^ 
" can tell " the reviewer about this matter, provided he will be 
content with evidence only, without theory. Thus : when Paul 
was in Rome the first time, he expected Mark to go from thence 
to Colosse ; after this, he placed Timothy at Ephesus ; and yet 
later, he desired Timothy to " take Mark, and bring him" wiih 
him to Rome, where Paul again was, (Col. iv. 10; 1 Tim. i. 8 ; 
2 Tim. iv. 11) — "in thy way call on Mark," says Macknight— 
" take the first opportunity of engaging the company of Mark," 
says Doddridge : the evidence is, that Mark was to go to Colossf% 
and that Timothy went to Ephesus — separate stations — and thnt 
Timothy was to " take Mark," probably either on his way, or by 
sending for him, in again visiting Rome. Does this evidenee 
justify the positive assertion, "we know that Mark vrns with 
Timothy?" or the insinuation that the former "took part" w'uh 
the latter "in er^ry ordination?" Surely not. Thus again, 
concerning Titus : m) we " know " that Zenas and Apollos were 
with him ? The only evidence is this direction to Titus, (iii. 13 ) 
"Brinff Zenas the lawyer and Apollos on their journey djii. 
gently';" this "jonrney" or voyage, is interpreted of one wl»i 'i 
began before their reaching Crete, on their way to some fun I r 
point; so say Doddridge and Macknight, and no comment... .r 
within our reach says otherwise; of course they were "wiiu 
Titus " only while they halted on their journey, and could uoi 
22* 
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have " taken part " in his " every ordination," if they did in- even 
one. Timothy and Titus had the power to ordain singly, with- 
out assistants : whether they allowed the other clergy to take part 
with them ^^ ever, in a single instance," or in many instances^ 
or as a general rule, we know not ; neither is it of any conse- 

Jiuence. Perfect as was the ordaining po'Ufer in them, and per- 
iect as it is in their successors ^' till the appearing of Jesus 
Chbist," it is proper to regulate the exercise of it, lest it be 
ahused ; hence the regulation which requires a plurality to lay 
on hands, except in the case of deacons, who however are 
" presented " by a priest, and who preach only in virtue of a 
license given and revocable by (lie bishop.* But were we to 
take the reviewer at his word, in the case of Zlenas and ApoUos^ 
he woidd find that he has weakened his cause in one part, while 
attempting to strengthen it in another. Presbyterians generally 
argue that there were no clergy in Crete when Titus was left 
there, and that he was to ordain them as an "evangelist," for 
lack of a " prei^ytery " on the island. The reviewer, however, 
hsA found a Cretan " presbytery " — Zenas and Apollos — both oif 
them, we doubt not, very capable men. Yet the superior officer, 
Titu^ is placed there, to eclipse the " presbytery," and take the 
government and ordinations in his own hands I Very strange, 
on " Presbyterian principles \ " 

The ejMstles to Timothy and Titus " are addressed to them 
individually." — this the reviewer allows. But he does noi think 
that this cireiimistance " affects his reasoning" inbehalf of parity. 
Let us examine his argument on this point. — " These men went 
, to Bphesus and Crete as a kind of special envoys,^^ and the 
epistles were "the ^stem of instructions addressed tp thent 
personally : " this must be noted. Next, — " a Presbyterian ordi- . 
nation never occurs without addressing to the newly-ordained 
minister language of freeisdy the same import :^^ then the 
minister, we most infer, is " a kind of special envoy " to some 
"officered" church, not a mere pastoral elder f his office must, 
correspond with his " instructions ! " and he is instructed per- 
sonally to " charge some " presbyters " that they teaeh no other 
doctrine ;" personally he is instructed about ordaining, and 
receiving accusations against presbyters! if not, if he is tol 
how to do these things in comtmction with others, 710/ personaUi 
then it is deception to say, that "language" is addressed to hiii 
^^ of precisely the same import" with that addressed to Timoth; 
and Titus* Further : our argument from this personal mode o 
address, says the reviewer, "will prove too much, for it wiJ 
prove that these evangelists alone were empowered to preact 

* By Uie wayi what ava the liceoUataa of Presbyterians, but a quasi sort of pread 
ing deacons— cultivating, under a reyocabie license, the " great boldness '» in declai 
ing "the faith " — and "purchasing to themgelyes the good degree" of presbyters 
How expressire an acknowledgment, though a sitent one, of the soondnsts of tb 
Epi«:opal constrticiiion: of 1 Tim. iii, I3i tkm I9 ^ a^jr-thoogfat, or it woold iiav» 
been introduoed in the proper place. 
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Bndfmnf^ In Ei^msos and Crete: the remark is probablj^ inad* 
▼ertent: for not once is either Timothy or Titus dtreeted to 
"pray;" not onee, though the former is desired to regulate the 
public prayers, and the charge to superintend the " teaching " ot 
others, showsULhat others l^ides Timothy and Titus were to 
^ preach ;" such, for example^ as the ^^ elders who labored in the 
word and doctrine:" the reviewer ought not to nod with his 
Bible before him. His last reply to our argument from the pei^ 
sonal style of the epistles, is, that " no evangelist is ever sent forth 
by [his] church for the purpose of organizing' and eetting in 
order churches, without special instructions, in the form of a 
letter, and addressed to him personally : " the alleged evangelists 
of Eusebins again! not officers like Timothy, sent to churches 
'* collected, organized, officered, regular ! " To evangelists such 
as Eusebius is said to describe^ any thing may be addressed, 
in any^ way, without afiecting the acripiural argument for 
Episcopacy^ 

He adds, that nothing is said to the clergy of Ephesus and 
Crete " about prdates, their rights," &c., and " they are never 
even once reminded that it is their duty to be docile and obedient 
to their proper diocesan." Now, there is just as little said about 
the " special envoy," and of docility and obedience to him, aa 
about the " prelate^" and dutiful submission to his godly injune- 
tioos : so that if the objection of the reviewer is worth any 
thing, it demolishes the superior "rights" of Timothy an4 
Titus in every ^lapel he throws, down his own. theory ta 
make a barricade for annoying ours ! But he is wholly in 
error. A "prelate" is largely and plainly described in these 
epistles^—tt church officer higher than all the other church 
oisfeera about htm. And the charge to him to govern is, con- 
versely, a charge io them to be governed, to he " docile and 
obedient" to him. In short, these epistles are the broad and 
clear credentials of Episeopacy — of the " rights " of apostle- 
bishops — and, by consequence, of the inferior privileges of 
presbyter-bishops and deacons* They show what these three 
orders were in apostolic days, and what tliey are to continue ta 
be " till the appe^iring of our Loan." 

The reviewer says that we have not " proved that the second 
epistle to Timothy was addressed to him at Ephesvs at all." 
No ; we did not in the Tract : nor is it necessary to do so for 
the episcopal argument, though the point has a bearing on the 
diqcesan argument; for there were, and may always be^ apostle^ 
bishops or pr^ates not diocesans; just as there are missionary 
presbyters without parishes^ or schoolmaster presbyters, or 
"amateur" presbyters, as they have lately been most happily 
dubbed. But to satisfy the reviewer, or at least our readers, 
that Timothy vfas in Ephesus^ ot bad charge of it, when the 
feeond epistle was written to him, we offer the following; rear* 
sons: — 1. He was in that city at the date of the first epistle, 
A. D. 65; and there is no intimation that be had left it at the 
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date of the second, A. D. 66 ;* this throws the burden of proof 
on those who deny that he was there at the latter period. 

2. Timothy being placed at Ephesus to remedy great " disor- 
ders," it is not probable he would leave it before the end of a 
year, when the second epistle was written : we^ere meet the 
reviewer on his own ground ; even if his mission were a 
" temporary " one, he could not have accomplished it so soon. 

3. Paul, as was not unusual with him, names the messenger by 
whom he transmits the second epistle to Timothy, and says 
that he had despatched him to Ephesus: "Tychicus have I 
sent to Ephesus : " this argument is indeed cavilled at by some, 
but those who will compare the passage with those referred to 
below, will, we think, deem it conclusive in our favor. (2 Tim. 
iv. 12. See also Rom. xvi. 1; 1 Cor. iv. 17; xvi. 10; 2 Cor. 
viii. 16-18 ; Eph. vi. 21 ; Philip, ii. 25 ; Col. iv. 7-9; Philem. 12; 
also 1 Pet. V. 12.) 4. Paul, in the second epistle, desires Timo- 
thy to salute the family of Onesiphorus ; and the residence of 
this excellent person was in Ephesus, though he himself ap- 
pears to have been absent from it at that lime. (2 Tim. iv. 19; 
oomp. ch. i. 16-18.) In Acts xix. 33, we find a certain Alex- 
ander at Ephesus ; and in the second epistle we find Timothy 
put on his guard against the same person: why? because 
Timothy's sphere of duty then included that city. 6. In the 
first epistle, when Timothy was confessedly at Ephesus, Paul 
mentions this Alexander, and also Hymeneus, as unfaithful 
ministers ; and in the second he again names those very per- 
sons to Timothy in the same character; which implies that 
Timothy was still in authority in that church. (1 Tim. i. 20- 
2 Tim. ii. 17; iv. 14.) 7. Against this Alexander, a resident of 
Ephesus, though just then in Rome, opposing virulently the 
persecuted Paul, that apostle specially cautions Timothy in the 
second epistle; from which fact we gather—that Timothy was 
to return to Ephesus, after visiting Paul in Rome— and was to 
continue in Ephesus, when Alexander had come back, and had 
resumed his actual residence there. (2 Tim. iv. 14, 15 9) 
Such are our proofs that Timothy was in Ephesus, or* had 
charge of its church at the dale of the second epistle. And we 
think that the man who asks more, for a point of sacred his- 
tory not positively recorded, is unreasonable. Out of the 
^cred records, the whole current of antiquity is well known to 
be in our favor. Nor is there a particle of evidence against us. 
The New Testament leaves Timothy in charge of the Ephesian 
church; no subsequent authority removes him thence; and 
in this state of things we recognise plainly a diocese, and 
Its diocesan head— not only Episcopacy, but diocesan Episco- 
pacy also. *^ 

As to the "angels" of the seven Asiatic churches, the re- 
▼'gwer IS as unfortunate in discussing their case, as in the rest 

* W« take th« common chroiiologj. 
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of his remarks. He mentions the theory, that the term " angel '* 
means " the collective ministry in those churches respectively " 
— a mere theory, and too fanciful to be wonh an argument; 
for it may as well be extended to the "collective" eomniunicanls, 
a theory too which decides nothing ; for the '' coUeciive minis- 
try " may as justly be said to have included a bishop proper as 
to have been without one.'*' But further, asks the reviewer, 
why are not the ^^ angels" called apostles or bishops, if they 
were such ? For a very sufficient reason, we rei)ly. 'I'hese 
" angels " were addressed just at the time, when, as we learn 
from other sources, the name of apostle was about being relin- 
quished to those individuals so called in Scripture, and the 
name bishop was in transitu from the second order to the first; 
the former title was losing, or beginning to lose, its more 
general application ; and the latter had not yet acquired its 
final appropriation. Those who allow the due weight to the 
Non-episcopal authorities; Yidelius for example, not to mention 
those in our own ranks, who regard it as an historical fact, 
that the name bishop was taken from the second order and 
given to the first about this period, will see in tliese scriptures a 
beautiful adminiculation of the testimony of that fact. 1'he 

* Polycarp was the bishop of "angel" of the church in Smyrna, a few yean 
after tlie date of the Revelation, perhaps at that time ; and he is identified with 
his chui'ch by Ignatius, just as the "angel" is, by "the Spirit," in this pait 
of Scripture. Ignatius says to the Smyrneans, (ii.) " It is fitting that for tiie 
honor of God, your church should appoint some worthy delegate, who being 

come as far as Syria , may rejoice with them that ye send some one 

from you." And to Polycarp, (7.) "It will be fit, most worthy Polycarp, to 
call a council of the most godly men, and choose some one whom ye particularly 

love and to appomt him to go into Syria" — and in the couciu£>ion, " i salute 

him who shall be Uiought worthy to be sent by you into Syria. Grace be ever 
with him, and with Polycabp, tDho sends him." This individual ruler of tlie 
cimrch at Smyrna is the -one who distinctively and responsibly " sends " tlie 
messenger, though the "church," and even a "council " of its members, including 
doubtless some of its clergy, the "presbyters and deacons" several times men- 
tioned, unite in the mission. What better uninspired key can be found for the 
epistle of our Lord to the "angel of the church in Smyrna?" and of course for 
ail the seven? In regard to the genuineness of the smaller epistles of Ignatius, a 

f>lain argument may perhaps be sufficient for those who are not in the habit of 
earned investigations. There are onl v two sets of works ascribed to Ignatius, the 
smaller epistles and the larger, which are generall3r, if not universally, allowed 
to be interpolated, i. e. to have received spurious additions. Now, it is exceedingly 
improbable in the nature of things, that a work of authority should be counterfeited 
more tlian once — so counterfeit^ as to make two separate works largely spurious, 
besides the genuine. We do not recollect an instance of the kind. There is 
difficiiltv in making current any one counterfeit book, because the genuine one 
contradicts it. But when this attempt has succeeded, and the true and false 
copies are both current; then the difficulty of a further attempt is doubled, on 
mere arithmetical principles ; and the improbability of its being made is much 
more than doubleo, since there can be little motive to adduce an author for a 
third view of a subject concerning which he has expressed, or been made to 
express, two^ views already — such an author loses his authority, unless his 
genuine work be restored to its exclusive rights. As then the larger epistles 
arc allowed to be spurious, it is prolKtble in the highest degree, m<Hti]ly cer- 
tain, that the smaller episties are not spurious, but are the genuine work of 
Ignatius. 
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dignitaries in question were addressed, when it was somewhM 
too iate to call them apostles,* and too soon to call them 
bishops, particularly as the latter word had a different meanii^g 
ill thtt Scriptures already written. Anoliier designation lliere- 
fore is given them — they are called "angels;" and the kind of 
officers addressed is left to be inferred from the powerft and 
distinctions ascribed to them. These remarks are a sufficient 
reply to the argument of the reviewer on this topic; these 
remarks, with what is said in our Tract. But we must show 
him a couple of ludicrous mistakes into which he has fallen. 
He quotes from the address to the "angel " at Smyrna, " Some 
of you I [the Saviour] will cast into prison " — the passage actu- 
ally reads, " Behold, the devil shall cast some of you into pri- 
son ! " Again : he regards two at least of the "angels " as having 
long been in a state of " lukewarmness and sloth,'' and adds, 
"it is by no means likely that, under Hie eye of inspired Apos- 
tles, men already in this state of moral depression would have 
been selected to preside over churches:" this was in the year 
96; the "inspired Apostles" were lofig since dead, except 
St. John ; and he wa^ in Patmos, when these epistles to the 
"angels" were revealed to him by our Lord! At what time 
these "angels" were respectively placed over their churches, we 
know not; if by " inspired Apostles," 4t must have been, say 
some twenty or thirty years before. If, however, they were not 
so placed by " inspired Apostles," then we have our Lord himself 
recognising the Episcopacy of men consecrated by apostles 
uninspired. 

Contrary to the rale which we had hoped would be adhered to in this 
controversy, the reviewer has strayed from Scripture, as he did with regard 
to deacons, and carried the question concerning bishops into the writings 
of the fathers. Our lore in this department is of very moderate amount ; 
but it fortunately does not require much to answef this reviewer. What he 
ascribes to Ignatius is not correct — that that father declares, " again and 
again, that the presbyters ^ucceecf in the place of the Apostles "—such lan- 
guage occurs nowhere in Ignatius. He never says that presbyters 
*' succeed" the Apostles, nor does he compare them to the Aposties, 
except under the reservation that the bishop is compared to a higher 



*The false "apostles" mentioned (Rev. ii. 2,) would naturally persist in claim- 
ing the 4^ title : that of bishops would not yet have served their purpose. It is 
perhaps worthy of remark, that the word " apostle " occure nowhere in the gospel 
of Sc Jdm ; " disciple " being generally substituted for \L Neither does it occur in 
bis epistles : nor in the Revelation ; except in this passag**, where it is applied to 
the impostors, and in chap, xviii. 20, wliere, ingrafted into an exultation of the 
latter days, it refers (as in xxL 14.) to the inspired founders of Christianity. 
All these writings belong to the close of the first century. By not calling the 
''ansrels" cither" apostles or bishops, St. John conformed to the tnen unsettled use 
of those words. And by calling the twelve "disciples" only, instead of apostles, 
he avoided giving them a distinctive title which he withheld from their official 
compeers, the " angels." We build nothing on these facts and explanations ; bnt 
tliey certainly harmonize well with the historical declaration, that ministers of* the 
episcopal grade were originally called apostles ; but as the first century was passtng 
*atM tM »?)cond, that name was relinquished and that of bishops assumed. 
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•ftcitliority. As an Oriental, he uses strong figures; but his meaning 
eannot be mistaken by any candid reader ; and for such we quote what he 
dees say, the passages of which the reviewer gives this perverted represen- 
tation. We use Arcn bishop Wake's translation, revised by Mr. Chevallicr. 

"I exhort you that ye study to do all things in a divine concord: 
your bishop presiding in the place of God, and your presbyters in the 
place of the council of the Apostles, and your deacons, most dear to me, 
Deing intrusted with the ministry of Jesus Christ." (Magnes. 6.) 

"It is therefore necessary that ye do nothing without your bishop, 
even as ye are wont: and that ye be also subject to the presbytery as 
to the Apostles of Jesus Christ, our hope, in whom if we walk, we shall 
be found (in him.) The deacons also, as being the (ministers) of the 
mysteries of Jesus Christ, must by all means please all." (Tral. 2.) 

" In like manner, let all reverence the deacons as Jesus Christ, and 
the bishop as the Father; and the presbyters as the council of God, 
and the assembly of the Apostles. Without these there is no church.'* 
(Tral. 3.) 

" See that ye all follow your bishop, as Jesus Christ the Father ; and 
the presbyters as the Apostles ; and reverence the deacons as the command 
of God. Let no one do any thing which belongs to the Church separately 
from the bishop." (Smyrn. 8.) 

•* Fleeing to the Gospel, as to the flesh of Christ, and to the Apostles 
as unto the presbytery of the Church. Let us also love the prophets, 
forasmuch as they also proclaimed the coming of the Gospel, and hoped in 
Christ, and waited for him." (Philad. 5.^ 

Here are all the passages on which tne reviewer could possibly have 
based his assertion — all — and they neither say nor intimate any thing 
about " succession." That word is used for either succession in doctrine, 
or succession by vicarious ordination, both of which, when absolute predi- 
cates, imply supreme authority in the successors. And Ignatius would 
have written like a simpleton, if he had ascribed apostolic succession to the 
presbyters, when he declared, as he did in these extracts, the bishop to be 
supenor to them. But he says not a word of the succession of presby- 
ters ; on the contrary, he invariably, not only in these, but in many other 
passages, places the bishop above that class of ministers, as well as above 
the deacons: and this \& fatal to the notion of Presbyterial succession. 
The reviewer has staked his reputation, in more than one sense, in the 
bold assertion he has here made. 

Just as little to the purpose is his allusion to Clement of Rome. He 
speaks of presbyters, says the reviewer, as " the rulers of the Church." 
Not exactly — only as the rulers of " the f^ck of Christ ;" he never 
intimates that they ruled the clergy. On the contrary, he addresses a 
Christian church — that at Corinth — to this eflect, on the subject of their 
** holy offerings." And the address is a full Vecognition of Episcopacy. 

"God hath himself ordained by his supreme will both where and 

hy what persons they are to be performed For to the chief priest 

his peculiar offices are given, and to the priests their own place is 
appointed, and to the Levites appertain their proper ministries. And the 
layman is confined within the bounds of what is commanded to laymen. 
Let every one of you, brethren, bless God in his proper station^ with a 
good conscience, and with all gravity, not exceeding the rule of his service 
that is appointed unto him." (40, 41.) 

If Christians had not their chief priest, their priests, and their Levites, 
there would be no sense in this admoniUon of Clement's. 

The reviewer's appeal to Irenaus is as unfortunate— he "repeatedly 
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spcakf of pretb3rteT8 as being successors of the Apostles." True ; hd 
what sort of presbyters ? for the word, as we have seen, has a general 
meaning, including apostles and bishops proper, as well as those who ace 
only presbyters proper. Irensus calls the presbyters of whom he writes, 
''bishops," and allows only one of them at a time in a city or district, even 
in the large city of Rome ; which shows them to have been apostle bishops, 
superior to the presbyter-bishops. Let him speak for himselfl 

" Wo can enumerate those who were appointed by the Apostles bishop* 

in the churches, and their successors even to us whom they [the 

Apostles] left their successors, delivering to them their own place qf 

government The blessed Apostles, therefore, founding ai»d 

instructing the church [of Rome,] delivered to Linus [one man] the admi- 
nistration of its bishopric. Paul makes mention of this Linus in the 
epistles to Timothy. To him succeeded Anacletus, [one man^] after him, 
in the third place from the Apostles, Clement [one man] obtained the 

bishopric To this Clement succeeded Evaristus [one man ;] and 

to Evaristus, Alexander [one mxin ;] and then Sixtus [one man] was 
appointed, the sixth [individual] from the Apostles ; and after him Teles- 
phorus [one inan^] who likewise suffered martyrdom most gloriously ; and 
then Hyginus [one man^] then Pius [one man^ after whom Anicetus 
[one man.] And when Soter [one man] had succeeded Anicetus, now 
Eleutherus [one man] has the bishopric in the twelfth place from the 
Apostles. By this order [or series ra^ti] and instruction, that tradition 
in the Church which is from the Apostles, [meaning Scripture, see 
/ 3, c. 1,] and the preaching of the truth hath come even unto us." 
(L. 3, e. 3.) 

" We ought to hear those presbyters in the Church who have the 
succession, as we have shown, ttom the Apostles : who with the succession 
of the episcopate received the gift of truth, according to the good pleasure 
of the Father." {L. 4, e. 43.) 

If Irensus had meant presbyters proper, could he have said, as he 
does, that he could " enumerate those who were appointed by the Apostles 
bishops in the churches, and their successors even to us" — "the succes- 
sions of all the churches'?"— each and every such presbyter, who had 
officiated in each and every supposed ordaining "presbytery" in all the 
world! say some twenty to fifty thousand of them! I'he idea is prepos- 
terous. Ino : he intended one minister in each city or district— tliat one 
who was called bishop — that one to whom the " Apostles " and their 
successors " delivered their own place of government." And that this one 
man had presbyters under him is self-evident in the case of Rome, which 
is denominated by Irensus " the greatest church ; " implying that it had 
many congregations and pastors. It is proved also, by testimony, in the 
case of PMycarp, who is declared by this father to have been " appointed 
by the Apostles, bishop of the church of Smyrna," and who commences his 
epistle thus — " Polycarp and the presbyters that are with him." Of this 
epistle Ireneus speaks ; and we tnus learn, as from himself, what kind ot 
ecclesiastical officers he referred to as "successors to the Apostles." They 
were Episcopal bishops. 

We go no further into the extra-scriptural argument, be it noticed, 
than we are led by the reviewer. 1 he reader who wishes to prosecute 
this branch of the subject, will find it ably treated in Potter and Slater, 
whose wOrks have been reprinted in this country, and in Bowden and 
Cooke, as re-published in the " Works on Episcopacy," by the New- York 
Protestant Episcopal Press. The Answer of Dr. Cooke to a Review of his 
essay in the bibliod Repertory, should also be consulted. 
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Of the peroration of the reviewer, his last four paragraphs, 
we need only say that it is a mere tissue uf positiveness. We have 
neither the taste nor the talent for this kind of effusion, or we 
could take these paragraphs, and send them back upon him, 
mutatis mutandis — as indeed we could do with no small por- 
tion of his whole article. It is throughout so replete with mere 
assertions, pronounced in the most dogmatical tone, that one 
need only change the things asserted, and it would be quite as 
good for Episcopacy as it is against it — nay, for aught we can 
perceive, a little ingenuity in this way, would make it a tirade 
for or against Popery, for or against Independency, for or against 
monarchy, for or against republicanism, for or against tran^ub- 
stantiation, for or against the Hebrew points, for or against any 
thing ever disputed among men. As to the small amount of 
argument it does contain, we trust we have sufficiently disposed 
of it. That such a review has done our Tract no injury, may, 
we hope, be affirmed by us, without incurring the charge of 
egotism. We even indulge ourselves in the belief, that that 
little production has come out of the ordeal prepared for it 
stronger than it was before — stronger we say, because the fact 
certainly adds to its strength, that the learned " Association of 
Gentlemen in Princeton," have found nothing better against it 
than this very dictatorial but very harmless review. 

23 H. U. O. 
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DISSERTATION 



FALSE APOSTLES MENTIONED IN SCRIPTURE. 



The case of the " false apostles " has an important bearing 
on the subject of Episcopacy. We argue conclusively, from 
tlieir case — tiiat others besides the special witnesses of the resur- 
rection of Christ were apostles — that there were many apostles 
proper besides these, the tliirteen — that inspiration was not 
an essential qualification for the apostleship — and that the ordi- 
nary apostolic office was extensively recognised, both previously 
and so late as tlie year 96, when of the thirteen none survived 
but St. John. These facts being established, it will be suffi- 
ciently clear that that office pervaded the Church at large, and 
was to be permanent. * 

Mention is made of these impostors in three passages of the 
New Testament. 

'*For such are false apostles ^'nharocto\oi^ deceitful workers, trans* 
forming themselves into the apostles of Christ. And r\n marvel; fas 
Satan himself is transformed into an angel of light. Therefore it is no 
great thing if his ministers also be transSrmed as the ministers of right- 
eousness; whose end shall be according to their works." (2 Cor. 
3U. 13-15.) The word "ministers" is iimcovot. 

" 'I'bou hast tned them which say they are apostles avooroXov;, and are 
not, and hast found them liars, ^^wSeif." (Rev. ii. 2.) 

"An apostle, not qf aif men^ neither by man, but by Jesus Christ." 
(Gal. i. 1.) 

We can imagine but four w^ays in which the persons alluded 
to can have pretended to be "apostles" — as special witnesses 
of the resurrection of Christ — as being, not apostles proper, of 
whom we affirm there were many, but ** messengers,^* so called 
— as having apostolic plenary inspiration^ like the thirteen — 
or, as possessing the apostolic office; "not mere presbylership, 
as we shall prove ; but the episcopate proper. On each of 
these four views of their case we offer some remarks. 

1. The theory that the '* false apostles " claimed to be special 
witnesses of Christ's resurrection is not held, in terms, by any 
writer that we know of; yet i must be tacitly allowed by 
those who think they pretended to be apostles proper, and that 
none could be such but the special witnesses. Such a fancy, 
however, will not bear the least investigation. There were 
only thirteen of these witnesses at most — at least one of them, 
James the Greater, was dead when Paul wrote to the Corin- 
thians against the • pretenders, A. D. 60 — at least one other 
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Paul, was personally known to that church, and no one could 
have there feigned to be that apostle — of the alibi of some, if 
not all of thd rest, they were doubtless apprized ; and the 
chance of an impostor^s being taken for either of them must 
have been too small to allow any hope of success: add to this, 
that Titus had lately been in Corinth ; he knew several of the 
thirteen, and his testimony on such a question of personal 
identity would iiave been final. When, again, these impostors 
are mentioned at the later period, A. D. 96, only St. John was 
living; and as it was impossible for any pretender to pass 
himself as that one surviving special witness of the resurrec- 
tion, so was it perfectly absurd for several to make the attempt. * 
This character, therefore, the "false apostles" did not claim. 
Of course there were other apostles besides the special witnesses, 
With whom they endeavored to rank themselves. 

2. Equally untenable is the supposition, evading the fact of 
there hjving been many apostles proper, that they pretended to 
be ^^ messengiersy^^ so called, or apostles not in the appropriate 
sense. Twice only are these expressly named, " the messengers 
of the churches," "Qp^B^''*^^*^"^ y®""" messenger." (2 Cor. 
viii. 23 ; Philip, ii. 25.) Not a few writers contend for the trans- 
lation "apostle" in both these places, in its appropriate mean- 
ing — fatal to the notion that " raessengership " was all these 
impostors claimed. Taking, however, the translation as it 
stands, we find there were " messengers " sent by churches to 
St. Paul. And we will allow, though we do not find it in 
Scripture, that messengers may have been sent by one church 
to another cliurch. We further notice, that Paul despatched 
persons whom we may call messengers, to both churches and 
individuals; as Tychicus to the Ephesians and to Timothy, 
Epaphroditus to the Philippians, Timothy and Erastus to Mace- 
donia, Onesimus to the Colossians and to Philemon, Pkebe to 
the Romans, &c. Now, in regard to the first class of these 
persons, it is clear that no one would pretend to be the " mes- 
senger" of a church to an inspired apostle, who coUld instantly 
4]etect the fraud. In regard to the next class ; it is evident that 
a messenger from one church to another, if there were such 
appointments, could not have had the least nuthority over the 
latter body ; the mission must have been one of benevolence 
only, or of courtesy : in other words, there was no motive to 
simulate the character. -And in regard to the third class ; it is 
obvious, that when even a woman was one of the messengers 
whom St. Paul sent, and to the great church in Rome, there 
could have been nothing in the function to excite the ambitioQ 
of pretenders. If it be further alleged, that some of Pafil^*8 
messengers were commissioned to rectify disorders in chtirohes, 
and that "false" messengers claimed a kindred authority, we 
reply, that such functionaries could only be sent by those 
thirteen principal Apostles, who, individually, had auHiority 
over all churches $ so that a successful claim to such a laiMioii 
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could scarcely have been made at any time, artd c^tainly was 
next to impossible when only St. John remained. We think, 
therefore, that this second theory of the " false apostleBhip " is 
baseless. Indeed we are not aware that any one expressly 
maintains it : yet, as it is the only hypothesis left to those wtro 
confine the proper apostleship to the special witnesses of oiHr 
Lord's resurrection, we have deemed it worthy of refutation. 

Let the reader now mark the results of what we have thus 
far presented. The impostors before us did not pretend to be 
mere " messengers," but apostles proper j and they did not 
make this pretension as special witnesses of the resurrection of 
the Saviour. They would not, however, claim an office which did 
not exist : therefore, there were apostles proper who were not of 
the number of the special witnesses. Neither would they have 
claimed an office that was not common enough to give their im- 
posture a reasonable chance of success : therefore, there wereman^ 
apostles proper besides the thirteen who were first in the office. 
There were many such apostles proper in the year 68, when both 
their existence and that of pretenders to the station, as will 
hereafter be seen, was recognised iii the epistle to the Galatians 
— many such in the year 60, when the Corinthians were cau- 
tioned against persons who falsely usurped the character- 
many such about the year 96, when "the angel of the church 
of Ephesus" had " tried " and convicted some of the false ones. 
Can any reasonable man ask stronger proof that apostles pro- 
per were intended to be spread over the Church generally, and 
to be retained in it permanently ? 

8. In some of the foregoing arguments we have a strong 
presumption against the third hypothesis^-'that the " false 
apostles" pretended to have, like the thirteen, plenary inspirct- 
iion. The lower kinds of inspiration were claimed by the 
"false prophets;" but these other impostors, if thev claimed 
inspiration as " apostles," must have arrogated the/ui^Baeature. 
But this seems very improbable, as there were only eleven at 
first, and only two others afterward, who had the genuine claim 
of this sort : and for the impostors to allege that they were of the 
eleven, would have been madness, particularly when only one 
Of the eleven survived ; and to assert that they, like the only 
Other two plenarily inspired apostles, Matthias and Paul, had 
been thus added to the eleven, would have indicated lather an 
unreflecting audacity, than cool and calculating artifice. Besides 
the thirteen, only two are known to have been thus inspived, 
Mark and Loke^ which shows that such persons were not nume- 
toQs enough to encourage pretenders: and these two are not 
called apostles, which further shows, that even plenary inspi- 
ration did not imj[)ly apostleship; so that the impostors could 
not have relied on this pretence alone, but must have alleged 
other grounds for their claim. And this brings us tdthe result, 
tliat the criterion of apostleship proper was something diflferent 
from inspiration, as it was from the being a special vritness— 
23* 
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men might have, and did have this office, without either o 
these qualifications. This is a sufficient disproof of the theory 
now before us. 

As, however, it is respectably supported by commentators, we 
shall add some further remarks on the opinion that the pre- 
tenders arrogated full inspiration as the basis of their alleged 
apostleship. Such a counterfeit implying the rankest spiriiual 
ambition, it would have been more consistent with their evil 
purpose to assume independent chieftainship, and pretend to be 
Christ, with unlimited authority, than to claim only the de- 
pendent chieftainship, which would be fettered by Christianity 
as already revealed, and by the rights of those of the fully 
inspired thirteen who might come in contact with tiiem. 
Accordingly, we read in history (Josephus) of various false 
Christs, but nowhere of false apostles who aspired to apostolic 
plenary inspiration. This latter assertion we make on the 
indirect authority of Hammond, who regards Cerinthus as a 
false apostle, without mentioning any others. For this char- 
acter of Cerinthus, he quotes Caius in Eusebius, who, however, 
does not state that Cerinthus claimed to be himself an apostle, 
but only that he " pretended revelations written by some great 
apostle, «; vire axovroXov fttya^ov, and related prodigious narrations 
as showed him by angels." This being the only case given by 
Hammond, we presume no other was to be found.* And -this, 
obviously, was not a case of arrogating apostolic inspiration, 
but only of passing a counterfeit revelation ascribed to some 
other person as a " great apostle," probably one of the " prime" 
or primary ones, as Hammond argues. As to the alleged 
agency of "angels" in showing him *• wonderful things," such 
a pretension put Cerinthus below the false prophets, in the 
claim of inspiration, and of course far below the sort of false 
apostles here supposed; for the true Christian "prophets" 
held direct communication with God, though not of the 
plenary kind. (See Hammond on Rev. ii. 2, note a, and 
Cnise's Eusebius, p. 113.) Cerinthus was one of the chief 
pretenders who professed to keep within the Christian pale; 
and if he did not claim apostolic inspiration, it is highly proba- 
ble no other pretender did, and infinitely improbable that so 
many did as to justify, in that sense, the broad denunciation of 
** false apostles," and the broad allusion to " them which say 
they are apostles, and are not." 

Further: if apostolic plenary inspiration had been counter- 
feited in that age, we might expect the counterfeit to be in- 
cluded in the warning against the untrue '^ spirits;" but this is 



♦Poole's Synopsis, on Rev. ii. 2, quotes Pftrsens for Eibion's being a ''false 
prrmhet:" whether "fiilse apostle" is meant we do not know. The existence of 
such a person is doubtful. Mosheim's remarks are to this ^ect. Eusebius 
does not mention him, though Milner, we suppose inadvertently, says he docs 
If there weie ever such a personi it does not appear that he claimed pleaary 
mtpiratioD, 
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not the case; on the contrary, the only warning is againnt 
^ false prophets," or pretenders to the lower kinds of inspira- 
tion. St. John, thirty vears after St. Paul had denounced the 
" false apostles," and oaly six years before doing so himself^ 
makes no allusion whatever to them, in his caution concerning 
the ^* spirits;" and the omission is unaccountable on the hypo- 
thesis that they claimed to be '^spirits" of apostolic pre- 
eminence — ^'^ Beloved, believe not every spirit, but try the 
spirits whether they are of God ; because many faUe propkeU 
are gone out into the world "—-only " false prophets," not false 
apostles in the guise of " spirits." Surely the greater impos- 
ture, had it existed, would have been exposed with the less. 
The unavoidable inference is, therefore, that the greater existed 
not — in other words, there were none who claimed falsely 
apostolic plenary inspiration — the '^ false apostles" were nU 
such in this sense. 

4. We know of but one other sense in which the pretence to 
apostleship could have been raised — it must have been that of 
possessing the apostolic office — that of being apostles proper in 
the Christian ministry. For this view of the case there are 
several arguments. 1. It is, so far as we can perceive, the only 
explanation left us;* the other theories being uiHenable. 2. it 
agrees with the points established in the last paragraph of our 
second head, and in the first of our third head, that there were 
apostles proper who were not of the thirteen— many of them ; 
and these as a general and permanent feature in the Church — 
apostles proper, who, being neither special witnesses, nor plena- 
rily inspired, nor inspired in any extraordinary manner, could 
only have been such in the ordinary official or ministerial char- 
acter. 3. It agrees with the scriptural fact, that there were 
apostles proper, not of the thirteen, not special witnesses, not 
having plenary inspiration,' as Barnabas, Silvanus and TiuMHhy, 
Andronicus and Junia; and with the scriptural intimation tlmt 
apostles proper were at least somewhat numerous, ^^are all 
apostles?" 4. Paul contrasts the ^' false aposiles" with those 
who were apostles among the '^ ministers of righteousness," as 
will be seen on recurring to our first quotation, i. e. with those 
who held apostolic rank in the Christian ministry : it was as 
^ ministers " that they counterfeited the apostleship, not, so far 
as appears, as men extraordinarily endowed ; they may perhaps 
have claimed the lower inspiration, and so have been ^'folae 



* We have not deemed worthy of notice the opinion that the false apostleship 
Kras claimed on the pretence of being sent by Chbibt personally, whettier before 
^m after bia ascension. It is a verv weak notion. If it regard a simple missiott 
bj CHB16T, as tlie one criterion of the apostleship, it is contradcted by tlie case 
of the seventy, sent by him, vet not apostles; and by the cases of Matthias^ 
Barnabas, Silvanus, Timothy, Andronicus, Junta, not sent by him, yet apostles. 
If it do not regard this as the one criterion, it leaves the nature of the apoatleabip 
undefined, an*l so settles niching concerning the poeitioo assumed in the Chnrct 
by the"ialseapo8aes.'» 
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prophets'' likewise; more pvobaUy, tkey introduced faiss Ire* 
ditiofis under the hinh authority they assumed, or gave here* 
tical glosses and explanations of the ^tnie Gospel. 6. The same 
quotation shows that they pretended to aposileship as ** work* 
ers " or workmen : they were * deceitful workmen ;'* not like 
Timothy, ^^ workmen that needed not to be ashamed, rightly 
dividing the word of truth;" they pretended to be '^spiritual 
workmen or laborers," (see Parkhurst,) in other words, minis- 
ters of the Gospel ; not the passive channels of a new revelation, 
but laborers in the one already given ; and such in the apostolic 
character. 6. 'J'l>e declaration, in the same passage, "whose 
end shall be according to their works," is parallel with that of 
St. Jude, *' and peris^d in the gainsaying of Core : " the sin of 
Korah was chiefly the assumption of the priesthood ; as occur- 
ring in the time of Jude, that kind of ^^ gainsaying" must have 
meant the assumption of the Christian ministry ; and the impos* 
lore before us assumed that ministry under the pretence of 
being " apostles:" but they were to " perish " for their impiety, 
their "end would be according to their works" — the parallei- 
tsm seems complete— ^and it shows that the apostleship they 
counterfeited was ministerial, official — it was the aposileship 
proper, with its ordinary rights and functions. 

At this point of our argument, we bring into fuller notice the 
third passage relating to these impostors— "An apostle, not of 
M^ men, neither by man, but by Jesus Christ." An apostle " of 
men "was one who bad only human authority-^an apostle " by 
man " was one set apart by human ordainers who bad, and who 
conferred the divine commission, the ordainers being theautho- 
YSied agents of oar Lord— an apostle by " Jsaua Cbiost" was 
one set apart by Christ himself. (See AretLus, Poole's Sjmop., 
and Annot.,* Doddridge, and Parkhnrst on «iro.) Tb^e were 
three classes of men, therefore, who were called ** apostles" — 
those without the divine commiission, or " false ; apostles "— 
Uiose commissioned by Christ indirectly, through the agency of 
his commissioned ministeirs — and those commissioned by Christ 
in person. And these three cla»ses were equaUy designated 
"apostles;": the last two, justly; the ih^t, without a right le 
the appellation. In mher words, tte apostles " of men " (pro- 
tended lo have the sam« '(tff^e, and the aposttes "by man" Aae£ 
the same 0ficey^ith the apostles "^ by Jescs Christ." Tabe a 
special i witness of the resin^rection was not requisite, neither 
was inspiration requisite for this office ; and the mere function 
of a "messenger" can as little be predicated of the two other 
classes, as of the principal class to which the eleven and Paul 
belonged. This text is a clear and final proof that theapoMle- 
ship proper was to be transmitted by succession, and was so 



• Ar<etvM, on Gal. i. 1, allows Timothy and «onje Others to bavft had the ^tle 
•*«p«irie;" and Pode^ Synopsis and Annotations allow the same mtbo case of 
Silas : their authority can only be 1 Thess. iu C. 
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tranwiiHtod ; as is obTious in tbe phrase "an apostle by man :" 
and this was the sort of commission counterfeited by the impos- 
tors. The rule and fact of such a succession, and the false 
assumptions of it, show that the office was prevalent in the 
Church at large. And the placing of this rule and fact of apos- 
tolic succession " by " human ordainers divinely commissioned, 
on perpetual record, is an intimation that the apostolic office 
was never to cease. 

We think we have now established, from the case and tbo 
passages before us, that the apostleship, as an ordinary minis- 
terial office, belonged to the Christian priesthood in the years 
58 and 60, and remained in it till the year 06 ; and this is equi- 
Talent to its being intended for permanence in the Church : its 
intended permanence is conclusively shown from its being 
transmitted by succession. Perhaps no further remarks are 
necessary, to evince the support given by this fact to Epis- 
copacy. Lest, however, the advocates of parity should say that 
our argument is incomplete — lest they should allege that the 
apostles proper, in their permanent character, were only such 
as their presbyters or presbyter-bishops — we shall endeavor to 
settle this point also. 

And here we first remark, that those only are entitled to 
enter on this particular portion of the discussion, who have aban- 
doned the opinions, if they have ever held them, or who have 
never maintained^that the ^yhole apostolic office proper was 
extraordinary and transient— ;that the being a special witness of 
the resurrection of Christ was an essential qualification for the 
apostleship proper-^that Timothy must have governed theEphe- 
sian clergy as an ^' evangelist," because he could not have been an 
apostle proper — that the ^' prophets and teachers " in Acts xiii. 1, 
whether their joint work was an ordination, a mission, or a 
benediction, could not have been apostles proper — that the 
" presbytery " mentioned by Paul, supposing the word to mean 
a body of ministers, did not consist of apostles proper — that 
Titus and the seven " angels " were not apostles proper — nay, 
that the ^^ messengers," besides being such, could not have been 
apostles proper. In other words, the very discussion of the point 
now before us implies, that nearly the whole structure of the 
parity argument from Scripture must he changed; which 
means, that the old parity argument must, in the main, be 
abandoned. If so, what is left to Non-episcopalians on which 
to base the parity construction of the case of the " false apos- 
tles?" not much, certainly; perhaps we may say nothing. 
This \6 indeed a large result, but we are confident it is not over- 
estimated. 

That the apostleship claimed by these pretenders was the 
episcopate, and not mere presbytership, may be proved by 
the various scriptural arguments which show the distinction 
between the two offices, and the superiority of the former — by 
the very expression " apostles and elders "--by tbe fact that the 
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aposttes, indading Timolliy and Titus, who dtnaot here be 
denied to ha?e been such, ordained and governed the clergy, 
while there is no evidence that mere presbyters did so, &c. We 
need not recapitulate these topics, or enlarge upon them j they 
are sufficiently developed in our Tract on Episc(Jpacy. The 
impostors, assuming the supreme title, arrogated the supreme 
station. 

Another proof to the same effect is the declaration, **Goo 
hath set some in the Church, Jlrsty apostles?^ We have just 
seen that the apostolic office was continued in the Church till 
the end of the first century, in its ordinary rights and functions. 
We here see that that office was made, by God himself, " first " 
m the Church.* Now, the elders or presbyter-bishops, being 
placed under other ministers, such as Timothy and Titus, were 
not " first " In rank, arid of course were not apostle& Hence it 
follows inevitably that the " false apostles " did not claim to be 
mere presbyters, but arrogated a higher office, the highest, that 
Of apostle-bishops. 

Again: when Paul exclaims, "Am I not an apostle?" he 
Animates that his apostleship had been questioned. But who 
would question his being a mere presbyter, had that been the 
only grade of the ministry ? it would have been gratuitous, to 
deny him a rank with the "ten thousand instructers" of the 
Corinthians, it follows, that his apostleship had been ques- 
tioned as a function superior to that of ministers generally. 
And in asserting it, he includes in the superior function, as 
appropriate to it, some of the ordinary duties of the ministry; 
"Are ye not my loork in the Lord?" "The seal of mine apoB- 
ikship are ye in the Lord:" that is, the Corinthians had 
received spiritual blessings from him, ordinary in kind, yet 
distinctively such as an apostle could confer — blessings from 
"the Spirit of the living God, written in the fleshly tables of 
their heart." To his imparting such blessings to them -Paul 
ai>pealed, as the proc/f— of what V not of his t>eing a mere minis- 
ter, which nobody questioned — but of his«being a minister of 
the apostolic grade. It is obvious, therefore, that there were 
ordinary ministers of that grade besides the Inferior ones. 
And the title assumed by the " false apostles " shows that they 
counterfeited the superior office. They claimed the imparting 
of apostolic benefits, whether by means of preaching, of counsel, 
of benedictions, or of prayers, besides their pretending to 



^Apoetles being "first" in the Church, and bishops bring their soccesBon^ 
the institution of archbishops, metropolitans, patriarchs and popes has no scriptural 
authority. As mere human regulations, such arrangements may, perhaps, (the 
three former, the hitter claims too mnch for this acUvo,) be supdriikchibed on the 
Episcopal syrgtem, on the same princif^e that bishops are subjected to the le|^islatiott 
and the discipline of the Church. Yet e?en in this view, as legislation and discipUoa 
are positively necessary for all fallible men, while the setting of one bishop over an- 
other is never more Uian oonstrnctively necessary, the propriety of the latter is noC 
to 4m «rg«edl frem that of the former. 
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j^ipriilate the doctrines of the Church. They arrogated the 
fuWest powers that have at any time been ascribed to bishops. 

We conclude then, that the parity expositi<Mi of the case of 
the " false apostles" is utterly untenable. Their case, as con- 
nected with the collateral illustrations, is, we iU'ink, fatal to the 
whole cause of parity. None but the Episcopal "key will fit 
these portions of the sacred volume — they ail point to Episco- 
pacy as their^nqnestionabie record. 

H. U. O. 



NOTE. 

That it was infinitely improbable that the " fs^ie a^HMtles " 
pretended to be of the original twelve or thirteen, will appear 
from such considerations as these : — There are sixteen of our 
bishops in the United States : but never has it been attempted 
to counterfeit the person of any of them, either at home or 
abroad. So, of the twenty-six <)i8hop8 and archbishops in 
England — of t|ie nineteen bishops and archbishops in Ireland — 
and of the six bishops in Scotland. We may add the same 
remark, so far. as we recollect, of all the bishops in the Chris- 
tian world. Persons have feigned to be bishops, as in the 
case of West, and perhaps the Greek mentioned in the accounts 
of Mr. Wesley ; but none have counterfeited the persons of other 
bishops — if otherwise, the cases are so rare and so obscure as 
not to affect this illustration of our argument. What the impos- 
tors mentioned in Scripture claimed, was, to be apostles or 
bishops in their own persons, not in the persons of any of 
the thirteen. Of course the apostleship was not confined to 
these last. 

Our fellow-citizens generally will perhaps see more clearly 
the force of this analogy, in another case. There are twenty- 
four governors of States in our Union. In no instance has it 
occurred, that any man has pretended to be one of these. The 
same may probably \te said of all onr magistrates of the higher 
grades. So clear is it, that the "false apostles" would not 
have pretended to be of (he original thirteen who held that 
ofifice — and so clear, that others besides the thirteen were made 
apostles — inany others. 
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In A]»ril last, the Rev. Albert Barnes published "An Inquiry 
into the Organization and Government of the Apostolic Church." 

As the principal matter of this little volume was contained in 
his two Reviews of ** Episcopacy'tested by Scripture," it did not 
seem to require particular notice. But the non-episcopal press 
misconstrued exullingly this silence ; and, in November, the fol- 
lowing article appeared in the Southern Churchman. It contains 
all that need be said concerning the publication mentioned. 

H.U. O. 

March 1844. 

[Fhr the Southern ChurchmarL] 

Mr. Editor : — An editorial article in your last number, notices 
a writer in the Philadelphia Christian Observer, who alleges that 
Mr. Barnes' late work against Episcopacy, has been "passed over 
in silence" by " Episcopal wwtt^rs." In one sense, the assertion 
as far as I know is correct In another sense, it is absolutely un- 
true. Mr. Barnes' late work is, in all its important parts, (except 
what relates to confirmation,) a mere reproduction of his former 
essays ; and these were answered in 1834 and 1835, by Bishop 
H. U. Onderdonk, and both sides of the controversy were imme- 
diately reprinted in " Episcopacy examined and Re-exam itied." 
The answer to Mr. B's recent production, was thus eight or nine 
years older than the production itself; it was in the hands of 
every one who had the volume containing the controversy ; and 
it is constantly reaching others, as that volume is sold or distrib- 
uted. Those who allege that a fresh supply should be made to 
arguments already refuted, because they have been dressed out 
anew, should consider that this would be an endless affair ; for if 
this production were answered, Mr. Barnes has only to issue 
another production, and his friends demand another answer to 
that ; and so on, ad infinitum. Let it be understood then, that 
Mr. Barnes' two works are in substance one, and that botii are 
answered. 

On some accounts it is fortunate that there has been no second 
reply. For though the argument is but reiterated in the latter 
essay, there are other traits in it which might have elicited se- 
verity of remark, and so defaced the calmness which has gene- 
rally been applauded in this controversy. — 1. Mr. Barnes does 
not inform his readers that nearly the whole substance of the book, 
i. e. his entire former one, had been replied to, and so let them 
examine both sides if they choose ; a course very different from 
that ot us Episcopalians, who printed the wfiole controversy in 
one volume : he merely gives the title of the Vjolume on p. 27, 
and that only to say that he uses that volume for the Tract '^ Epis- 
copacy tested by Scripture ;" and on p. 28 he refers, for but a ain- 
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gle point, to Bifihop Onderdonk's Answer to his first Review ; 
which may well leave his readers, " especially the young,*' under 
the impression that this answer went no farther than the columns 
of a religious magazine, f^gitive and ephemeral, whereas, it is part 
of a stereoljrped volume, permanent and constantly accessible. A 
provoking silence, after tne open^and manly impartiality adopted 
on the episcopalian side ! — 2. Mr. Barnes, in his late book, repeats, 
at least three times, the assertion, made in his former essays, that 
the Tract, " Episcopacy Tested," &c., contains all that can be 
adduced from scripture in behalf of Episcopacy ; (pp. iv. 40, 311.) 
whereas Bishop Onderdonk had corrected this mistake on page 
175 of the Volume, enumerating there seven scriptural arguments 
not mentioned in the Tract ; ; and the Bishop adds yet an eighth 
in the '^ Dissertation on the False Apostles,'* which concludes that 
volume. Now this is positively unfair. Mr. B's readers, such of 
them as look no farther, and believe that he has refuted the 
Tract, will believe also that he has overturned the whole scriptural 
defence of Episcopacy ! what a Hercules ! Nor is it decorous to 
Bishop O., thus to toss aside his friendly correction of an error in 
a point of fact — 3. Mr. Barnes had said, in his first book, of the 
passages, " obey them that have the rule over you," *' remem- 
ber them which have the rule over you," that " no one would 
pretend that Bishops are referred to ;" this mistake- of fact 
bishop O. corrected on p. 185 of the Volume, reminding 
Mr. B., that himself (Bishop Ol) had in the conclusion of the 
Tract, referred them to "the Episcopal ministry;" yet Mr. 
B. in his late work repeats the assertion, " that Bishops are here 
referred to, no one will pretend." (p. 223.) The well known 
amiable character of Mr. B. is security that he meant no disre- 
spect to the Bishop ; yet it has so much of that appearance that 
readers who are not acquainted with Mr. B. may give it that con- 
struction. Towards the argument concerning Episcopacy, it is 
manifestly unjust. — 3. Though Mr. Barnes is so strenuous, in 
both his books, against using the Fathers in this controversy, he 
yet, on p. 115 of his recent one, constructs one of his arguments 
on the assertion that " John passed a large part of his long life" 
at Ephesus. Now. whence got he this information'? nowhere 
but from the very class of writings he so sternly condemns. A 
rather ludicrous example, of which there are not a few, of being 
unconsciously perhaps, " on the fence" of the patristic field 1 

Such would be the almost only new topics for a reply to Mr 
Barnes' second work on Episcopacy ; the other points generally 
being answered already. And it is well that no new reply has 
been made; for to have dwelt on such matters sufficiently at 
lengtR' for a volume or a pamphlet, would very certainly have 
called forth unpleasant remarks, and might have changed the 
controversy from an amicable to a bitter one. Video. 

October 31 st, 1843. 
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